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ABSTRACT 
 
 The purpose of this paper is to examine the past attempts at establishing a 
regional funding mechanism to support arts and culture organizations in the 
Greater Philadelphia area and to make recommendations regarding any future 
attempts to secure dedicated, public funding for the sector. This paper will 
specifically examine the use of a tax as a dedicated source of revenue for public 
funding by examining other, well-known dedicated tax case studies and 
interviews with past leaders in regional funding attempts.  
 While the Greater Philadelphia region has a large and robust arts and 
culture sector, it is not likely that a dedicated tax is the right mechanism to 
increase public support for the sector. Aside from specific and unique 
opportunities to enact such a tax, the sector needs to establish a stronger regional 
identity and case for support to give any future dedicated tax campaigns the 
potential for success.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 
 Dedicated tax revenues for the arts are one of the most interesting and 
complicated forms of cultural policy that have been enacted in locations across 
the United States. Special dedicated tax districts where resulting revenues are 
distributed for the arts exist in many cities, counties, and, even, in the case of 
Minnesota, throughout entire states. Some of the most famous and successful 
examples of these include: St. Louis, Missouri; Denver, Colorado; Allegheny 
County, Pennsylvania; Cuyahoga County, Ohio; Salt Lake County, Utah; and San 
Francisco, California. There are also examples of areas where these taxes have 
been tried, but not successfully implemented, like Kansas City, Missouri and the 
Greater Philadelphia region. In general, dedicated taxes for the arts are revenues 
from a special tax in a specific area, which are distributed amongst local arts and 
culture (non-profit) organizations. In addition to arts and culture organizations, 
sometimes these revenues are distributed to other interest groups, like parks and 
recreation. Dedicated taxes for the arts come in a variety of forms and the most 
popular styles are sales, hotel/motel, and property taxes. In some tax areas, money 
is distributed to a specific set of institutions (eg. St. Louis, Denver) and in other 
areas the tax revenue is distributed through a competitive grant process (eg. 
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Allegheny and Cuyahoga Counties, and, again, Denver). In most cases, funds are 
distributed through a separate, non-political entity, board, or non-profit 
organization. While the type of tax and distribution method is unique to each 
location, it appears that these types of taxes tend to be enacted in larger 
metropolitan areas where there are a sizeable number of arts and culture 
organizations.
1
  
The existence of a large quantity of arts and culture organizations within a 
location is not the most important factor in determining if a cultural tax district 
will be implemented, but it may help to create an active and supportive group of 
stakeholders to advocate for the implementation of such a tax. Politicians may be 
more willing to support taxation if the arts and culture sector in an area is so large 
that it creates a noticeable effect on the local economy and is indeed considered a 
huge part of an area’s identity. It is not easy to institute a tax—often a costly 
campaign is required for lobbying and advocacy for legislation. Across the nation 
dedicated tax districts for the arts share some similarities, but also differences. Six 
tax districts will be examined in this paper. Specifically, this paper will attempt to 
identify the process and method by which these programs were enacted, 
identifying any common themes that emerge amongst them. This paper will also 
examine why a dedicated tax for the arts has not been successfully implemented 
                                                          
1 The word sizable may imply that tax districts only occur in the most populous cities or metropolises and this 
is not always the case. An example can be found very distinctly in the state of Utah, where a local option tax 
for the arts was passed, enabling each county or town to enact a tax to support arts and culture organizations, 
regardless of the number of these institutions. In the case of Utah, several small towns have successfully 
activated the local option tax. Clearly, tax districts are not solely a “city phenomenon.” That said, the most 
well-known and researched of those are larger city-specific tax districts, like Denver, Colorado and St. Louis, 
Missouri. This paper will examine dedicated taxes enacted in larger, more populous areas because these cases 
more closely resemble the population size and quantity of organizations in the Greater Philadelphia region.  
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in the Greater Philadelphia region and will make recommendations for any future 
attempts.   
In terms of institutional culture, Philadelphia is one of the richest cities in 
the United States. The number of arts and culture organizations in Philadelphia is 
second only to New York and Washington D.C.
2
 In early 2011, Travel and 
Leisure magazine named Philadelphia the second best city in the country for 
“culture.”3 It is evident that the city has a diverse and thriving arts and culture 
scene and it is in many ways surprising that there is not a stronger mechanism for 
public support of the arts in the area. There have been numerous proposals and 
attempts to create a dedicated funding mechanism for arts and culture 
organizations, but none of these efforts succeeded on a regional basis. This paper 
will examine why and hopefully offer some insight to the sector about the 
challenges that must be overcome for the city to implement a cultural tax.  
  
  
                                                          
2 Gary P. Steuer, “What Philadelphia’s Census Numbers Tell Us About the Arts and the Changing City,” The 
Huffington Post Arts and Culture Blog, entry posted March 21, 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/gary-p-
steuer/what-philadelphia-census-numbers-growth_b_838578.html (accessed: November 15, 2011).  
3 Travel and Leisure magazine online, “2011 Survey America’s Favorite Cities: Culture, Overall,” 
http://www.travelandleisure. 
com/americas-favorite-cities/2011/category/culture (accessed: November 15, 2011).  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
 
 
Dedicated taxes for the arts are a form of cultural policy enacted at the 
state and local level. The taxes take on a variety of forms, but are generally 
manifested in the form of sales, hotel/motel, and property taxes. What follows is a 
brief discussion of cultural policy, how it is implemented in the United States, and 
how it is used to support arts and culture organizations.  
Cultural policy in the United States is varied and not at all systematic. 
Mulcahy, Cherbo, and Wyszomirski in The Public Life of the Arts in America and 
America’s Commitment to Culture: Government and the Arts note that the 
structure of federal support for the arts is fragmented across a number of agencies, 
whereas in other nations there is often a dedicated Ministry or Cabinet that 
represents state culture. The closest agency that the U.S. government has to a 
‘Ministry of Culture’ is the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA), created in 
1965. The NEA receives an allocation each year through the federal budget cycle, 
which is approved by Congress. In the beginning of its agency, the NEA granted 
its money to other government arts councils as well to individual artists and 
organizations through a competitive grant process. After a period in the 1990s 
known now as the “Culture Wars,” the NEA is currently required to allocate forty 
percent of its yearly budget to each state or territory’s official state arts agency 
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(SAA) and thereby relinquishing some control to local authorities. Money the 
SAAs receive is then re-granted to organizations within a particular state or 
territory. The rest of the NEA allocation is directly granted to arts organizations 
through a competitive grant process and is no longer given directly to individual 
artists.
4
 Since the NEA’s creation in 1965, funding for the organization itself has 
varied due to a number of factors. Growing from $2,898,309 in 1965 to a high of 
$175,954,680 in 1992, following the ‘Culture Wars’, funding for the NEA hit its 
lowest post-Reagan allocation with a budget of $99.5 million in 1996.
5
 Since 
then, funding has steadily climbed, but the NEA must constantly defend itself to 
Congress in order to reserve its share of the U.S. government’s non-defense 
discretionary spending. Like any other appropriation, the NEA is heavily 
impacted by the rate of inflation; with the exception that in the NEA’s case, its 
funding has not kept pace with inflation like other line items in the federal budget. 
As an example of this, the NEA’s budget in 1966 would be worth over $1 billion 
in today’s dollars.   
In addition to funding the arts through the NEA, the U.S. government also 
funds the arts through other agencies. In the NEA publication How the U.S. Funds 
the Arts, three broad categories of arts funding are identified: direct public 
funding through the NEA, state, regional, and local arts agencies; indirect funding 
through other federal programs; and funding through the private sector, which 
                                                          
4 The Supreme Court case Finley v. NEA ensured that no individual artists would receive direct federal 
funding from the organization, thus only official SAAs and registered non-profit arts organizations may 
receive funding from the NEA.  
5 National Endowment for the Arts, “National Endowment for the Arts Appropriation History,” 
http://nea.gov/about/Budget/ 
AppropriationsHistory.html NEA Appropriations History (accessed: November 15, 2011).  
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includes individuals, foundations, and corporations.
6
 Other federal funding comes 
from such varied agencies, including: Department of Defense, which funds the 
Armed Forces Entertainment and military art collections; the U.S. Geological 
Survey, which has a program called “Earth as Art” that produces enhanced 
photographs of the earth’s surface; the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, which has a program dedicated to creating sustainable 
communities, of which the arts are a component; and the National Forest Service, 
which has a variety of dance and theater programs for children, among others.
7
  
While the NEA is the premier U.S. agency dedicated to American arts and 
culture, it is encouraging to see that the U.S. government funds the arts through 
other agencies. Despite the extension of these programs, American federal 
cultural policy is still scattered and unfocused at best.  
Arts organizations are also affected by cultural policy in their state and 
local governments. All fifty-three U.S. states and territories have dedicated state 
arts agencies which are given appropriations from their respective state 
governments-- in addition to any funding they may receive privately or from the 
NEA. SAAs, in order to receive NEA funding, have to receive matching funds 
from their state government. In some states, this funding is only matched at the 
minimum one-to-one ratio; in others, that ratio may rise much higher. In addition 
to funding from SAAs, arts organizations can receive state funding through 
specific line items within the state’s yearly budget. In many states, line items for 
arts and culture organizations have decreased in recent years and they are often 
                                                          
6 National Endowment for the Arts Office of Research and Analytics, How the U.S. Funds the Arts, 
Washington, D.C: National Endowment for the Arts, 2012.   
7 Ibid., 22.  
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reserved for select institutions that have some history of state funding because 
they operate on state-owned land or use state-owned buildings or are able to hire 
lobbyists to promote their interests to the state government. Thus, for most 
organizations, if they receive state funding, they are granted funds through their 
SAA. In Greater Philadelphia, a number of organizations have received one-time 
capital grants through special funds in the Redevelopment Assistance Capital 
Projects program through the Office of the Governor. Other opportunities for 
regional public funding exist in the Department of Community and Economic 
Development, but often require significant lobbying efforts. 
Funding for SAAs, like the NEA, has fluctuated through the years. Some 
SAAs receive generous support from their state government, such as the New 
York State Council on the Arts, which was the first SAA created in the U.S. and 
has generally fared well in its legislative appropriations. For FY2013, the New 
York State legislature approved a $4 million increase to the Council, taking its 
appropriation level to $35.6 million.
8
 Other SAAs have faced relentless cutbacks. 
The California Arts Council, once an SAA with one of the healthiest legislative 
appropriations of over $30 million in FY2000,
9
 has seen its budget cut since then, 
taking the current legislative appropriation down to just over $1 million.
10
 Despite 
the draw of matching funds, SAAs continue to fight tough battles within 
decreasing state budgets. On the whole, funding for SAAs is lower. In 2012, 
                                                          
8 Americans for the Arts, “State Arts Action Network: State of New York,” 
http://www.artsusa.org/get_involved/advocacy/saan/ 
saan_news/NY.asp (accessed: June 10, 2012). 
9 California Arts Advocates, “California Arts Council Funding” (paper presented at the annual Americans for 
the Arts National Convention, Philadelphia, PA, June 2008). 
10 Americans for the Arts, “State Arts Action Network: State of California,” 
http://www.artsusa.org/get_involved/advocacy/saan/ 
saan_news/CA.asp (accessed: June 10, 2012) 
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thirty-five states experienced decreases in their state budget appropriations, with 
nineteen of those experiencing declines in funding of ten percent or more.
11
 Even 
more unsettling, at the end of 2011, Kansas Governor Sam Brownback became 
the first Governor to abolish the state arts agency, the Kansas Arts Commission.
12
  
Similarly to the federal and state governments, arts organizations can 
receive funding from their local governments as well. As in the state budget, some 
arts organizations may receive line item funding in the city or county budget. In 
many areas, arts organizations can receive funding from local arts agencies 
(LAAs), some of which are directly affiliated with a particular city or county, 
while others are more regional in scope. In Charlotte, NC, the LAA also doubles 
as the city’s cultural fund, providing grants to arts organizations that reside within 
the county and enabling them to accept private donations in addition to city 
funds.
13
 In Philadelphia, there is an LAA, the Greater Philadelphia Cultural 
Alliance, and a cultural fund, the Philadelphia Cultural Fund, which distributes 
the city’s earmarked funds for arts and culture organizations. Local government 
funding for the arts experiences the same sort of fluctuations that afflict state and 
federal government funding. Philadelphia was the last major city to establish an 
official cultural arm of the local government. 
                                                          
11 Sue Struve, State Arts Funding Down by Four Percent, Slowing Rate of Decline, (Washington, D.C.: 
National Assembly of State Arts Agencies, 2012).  
12 Kansas Governor Sam Brownback abolished the Kansas Arts Commission in the FY2011 budget cycle. In 
2012, Governor Brownback signed a bill authorizing $200,000 for the new Kansas Creative Arts Industries 
Commission, which houses both the former Arts Commission and the Kansas Film Commission as well as 
representing various artistic industries in the state within the Department of Commerce. As a result of 
abolishment of the Kansas Arts Commission, the NEA withdrew $1.3 million in arts funding support to the 
state. The current arrangement, while ‘re-creating’ the SAA in a different form, is not sufficient to re-instate 
NEA support.   
13Kevin F. McCarthy, Elizabeth Heneghan Ondaatje, and Jennifer L. Novak, Arts and Culture in the 
Metropolis: Strategies for Sustainability(Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2007), 34.   
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Over time, federal, state, and local government funding for the arts has 
experienced both highs and lows. In the post-2008 economic climate and 
increasingly hostile political environment, funding for the arts seems to be found 
on the chopping block more often than not. In 2012, federal, state, and locality 
appropriations to the arts amounted to $1.12 billion,
14
 and while that may seem to 
be a large amount, government support has decreased. As a result, many arts 
organizations have begun to realize that they cannot count on government funding 
to be a substantial or consistent portion of their operating budgets. With the 
exception of organizations that are funded through a dedicated funding stream 
generated from a tax, government funds are granted sporadically, and if they are 
granted, most times they are at low enough amounts that the support does not 
represent a reliable or significant portion of an organization’s general operating 
budget.  
Government support for the arts can also be indirect. Indirect support for 
arts organizations tends to fall into three categories: tax treatments arts 
organizations are subject to, (eg. waiving property and sales taxes for non-profit 
institutions); tax treatment for artists, (eg. recognition of artist materials as 
legitimate deductions from income taxes); and tax treatment of charitable 
donations, (eg. allowing donors to claim tax deductions for qualifying charitable 
gifts).
15
 In general, organizations receive more government support through 
indirect methods. For example, in 2011, individuals gave nearly $13.1 billion to 
                                                          
14 Ryan Stubbs, “Public Funding for the Arts: 2012 Update,” Grantsmakers in the Arts GIA Reader23, no. 3 
(2012): 8.  
15 David Throsby, The Economics of Cultural Policy, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 77. 
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arts and culture organizations
16
 in comparison to $345 million in direct support 
from state arts agencies.
17
  
One of the newest methods by which governments have supported the arts 
are through urban and regional planning, specifically the creation of cultural 
districts. The main reason cited for the creation of cultural districts is the 
economic benefit the arts are believed to contribute to an area. A report from the 
National Governor’s Association cited arts and culture as important state assets 
not only because of their economic value, but because they help create the identity 
of a state or region.
18
 The establishment of cultural districts is not a new 
phenomenon, but it is gaining popularity, especially with the arguments 
disseminated by Richard Florida regarding the ‘creative class.’ Florida argues that 
creative vitality is one of the factors that greatly influence a city’s overall ability 
to attract new businesses to a given area, thereby attracting the new workers, 
specifically those from the ‘creative class.’ The ‘creative class’ represents about 
thirty percent of the American population who work careers that require more 
inherent creativity, such as programmers, architects, and design-oriented workers 
and professionals in other fields who use creativity in their work, such as 
financiers who draw on their knowledge of the performing arts to enhance their 
business methods.
19
 The ability of a city to attract this new population can have 
wide-ranging effects from increasing the overall growth rate and retention of 
                                                          
16Bloomberg, “ Giving to Arts and Culture Rose to $13 Billion in 2011,” http://www.bloomberg.com/ 
news/2012-06-19/giving-to-arts-and-culture-rose-to-13-billion-in-2011.html (accessed: August 28, 2013).  
17 National Assembly of State Arts Agencies, State Arts Agency Funding and Grant Making (Washington, 
D.C.: National Assembly of State Arts Agency, 2011).   
18 National Governor’s Association, “The Role of the Arts in Economic Development,” Issue Brief 1 (2001): 
1.   
19 Richard Florida, The Rise of the Creative Class:…And How It’s Transforming Work, Leisure, Community, 
and Everyday Life (New York: Basic Books, 2002).   
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population, to increasing the tax base with an influx of people who boost an area’s 
economic revenues and influence urban revitalization.  
In a report from Americans for the Arts, Hilary Anne Frost-Kumpf says 
that other common goals sought by creating a cultural district include: extending 
the hours in which the area is in use, and thus making an area safe and attractive; 
providing facilities for arts activities and organizations, and thus providing 
activities for residents and driving tourism; providing employment and housing 
for artists; and connecting the arts more directly with community development.
20
 
For many regional planners, establishing a cultural district can mean making an 
area safer, driving the local economy through tourism, and preserving a location’s 
history or beauty. In 2008, there were eight states with certified policies 
promoting the creation of cultural districts within certain boundaries. Since then 
many more states and local communities have established policies that foster the 
creation of formal cultural districts. In these cases, specific tax credits and other 
incentives are used to encourage citizens and businesses to re-locate to an area, 
making the districts largely driven by commercial concerns. In some instances, 
the cultural district is so-named because of a dedicated tax that exists in the area; 
the Allegheny Regional Asset District exemplifies this. Research from Mark Stern 
and Susan Seifert discusses the opposite. Seifert and Stern argue that ‘natural’ 
cultural districts are also possible. In their research, natural cultural districts are 
formed not just from the existence of arts and culture organizations, but are also 
                                                          
20 Hilary Anne Frost-Kumpf, Cultural Districts: The Arts as a Strategy for Revitalizing Our Cities 
(Washington, D.C.: Amsterdam, 1998): 14.  
12 
 
impacted by measures of ethnic diversity and socio-economic levels.
21
 
Essentially, a ‘natural’ cultural district has a large concentration of arts and 
culture ‘agents,’22 either organizational or artists, but the districts are formed 
without the implication of specific public policies.  Because they are formed 
naturally, these communities often represent areas that reap great benefits with 
modest investments by the local government.  
  The creation of a dedicated tax (or portion of a tax, known as 
“earmarking”) is another way in which government can directly support arts 
organizations. Though there are a number of cities and locales that have utilized 
dedicated taxes to support the arts, the literature on such taxes is slim at best; most 
of the research are on federal charitable tax deduction policy and tax subsidies for 
non-profit institutions. In examining U.S. cultural policy vis à vis other countries, 
it also appears that dedicated taxes are a distinctly American phenomenon.
23
 
Numerous books and articles on non-U.S. cultural policy fail to mention the 
establishment of taxes specifically to raise money for arts organizations 
suggesting that it is not considered a form of cultural policy regularly enacted 
abroad.  
While scholarly articles on the establishment of dedicated taxes to support 
the arts are published, much of the literature is focused around specific case 
studies for these taxes. One of the more general publications is a short booklet 
                                                          
21 Susan C. Seifert and Mark J. Stern, “’Natural’ Cultural Districts: A Three City Study Report Summary,” 
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 2013. 
22 Ibid., 1.  
23 Historically, arts and culture organizations receive government subsidy in many other countries, especially 
in Europe. The closest there is to a dedicated tax supporting arts and culture outside of the United States is In 
the United Kingdom where a television licensing tax helps fund the BBC (British Broadcasting Corporation 
Trust, http://www.bbc.co.uk/bbctrust/ (accessed: September 15, 2013).  
13 
 
from Americans for the Arts on Sales Taxes for the Arts. In this publication they 
highlight the main types of sales taxes that are utilized by the arts: local option 
taxes and special tax districts. Special tax districts are locations where a tax is 
levied and the revenues are collected for the arts, typically for a temporary period 
of time and on a specific item, like cigarettes in the case of Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio.
24
  
Local option taxes on the other hand are taxes that have been approved for 
use by state legislature, but a smaller locale has the option to choose whether or 
not to institute them.
25
 In the case that they do, a portion of these taxes are 
designated for the arts. Utah is an example of an area with a specific policy of 
establishing dedicated taxes to support the arts. In many cases, both local option 
taxes and special taxing districts may require various levels of government 
approval, often at both the state and local level. The authors of the article also 
mention several challenges to instituting dedicated taxes for the arts, including: 
the need for the tax to come from a stable funding source, the cost of mounting 
campaigns to promote such taxes, and the potential conflict created in determining 
fund distribution, problems that are evidenced in the six case studies examined in 
this paper as well as in the attempts in the Greater Philadelphia region.  
 Scholar Michael Rushton also approaches the topic of earmarking taxes 
specifically for the arts—mainly analyzing whether these taxes are effective 
public policy. The main argument against earmarking taxes (of any kind, not just 
those dedicated to the arts) is that doing so places restrictions on what policy 
                                                          
24 Duncan Webb, Sales Taxes for the Arts, ed. Rachel S. Moore (Washington, D.C.: AMS Planning and 
Research Corporation), 5.   
25 Ibid., 2.  
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makers can use tax revenue for, which they generally do not want to do, 
especially given that extra funding could be needed for a specific reason.
26
 
Another issue that Rushton raises is that tax earmarking could have a negative 
effect on other types of funding for the arts.
27
 For example, if public funding for 
the arts increases, private funding may decrease. It is important to note that, thus 
far, it appears that there are neither scholarly articles nor data to negate or confirm 
this possibility.   
Often, dedicated taxes must pass referendum, which, Rushton says, means 
that a public interest in the arts must be identified and that the arts must be 
recognized for values other than merely entertainment. He offers a comparison of 
the three main types of taxes used to support the arts: sales, hotel/motel, and 
property taxes. Sales taxes are generally seen as the most effective and tend to be 
the most widely used form. Sales taxes target the population proportionally, 
although it is also true that people with lower incomes pay a higher proportion of 
their annual income to the tax than do people with higher incomes and sales taxes 
tend to be the most stable over time. Hotel/motel taxes are the most inconsistent 
of the tax bases because they are greatly affected by changes in the economy, 
which directly affects tourism. Property taxes, on the other hand, tend to receive 
the most criticism because the tax burden falls solely on residents of an area, 
despite the fact that cultural organizations are often resources for non-residents as 
well, taking in admissions and other sales revenues.   
                                                          
26 Michael Rushton, “Earmarked Taxes for the Arts: US Experience and Policy Implications,” International 
Journal of Arts Management 6, no. 3 (2004): 42-43.  
27 Ibid. 
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 In an article on cultural governance, M. Jae Moon compared three tax 
districts (the Allegheny County Regional Asset District, Denver Scientific and 
Cultural Facilities District, and St. Louis Metropolitan Zoological Park and 
Museums District) and found several common themes amongst them. All of the 
cases are seen as cases of cultural governance, or, “…[the] government’s direct or 
indirect involvement in the promotion and administration of programs of cultural 
organizations (including museums) existing in specific geographic boundaries 
with unique financial and administrative arrangements.”28 Other common themes 
Moon found include: the recognition that cultural organizations within a city 
serve more than just the residents there, that relatively stable funding mechanisms 
can be achieved for the arts, that cooperation can be enhanced between municipal 
and county governments, and that the general quality of cultural services in the 
case study regions was much higher than in other regions,
29
 meaning that the 
increase in public funding enables organizations to better serve their missions, and  
by extension, better serve their communities.  
 Perhaps the most exhaustive literature that exists on cultural tax districts is 
contained in the seminar proceedings from the Western States Arts Federation 
(WESTAF) meeting “Perspectives on Cultural Tax Districts.” This seminar, like 
many of the articles, offered case studies for review and comparison, but also 
served as a two-day, think tank-like atmosphere for scholars, policy makers, and 
state and local arts advocates to discuss the challenges and outcomes for 
                                                          
28Jae M. Moon, “Cultural Governance: A Comparative Study of Three Cultural Districts,” Administration 
and Society 33, no. 4 
(2001): 432. 
29 Ibid,  446-450.  
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establishing dedicated taxes to support the arts. One of the most striking 
comments that nearly all participants reflected on during the seminar, is the need 
for decision makers to consider the idea of, “Pay more, what for?” This idea, 
promoted by Michael Rushton, reflects the need for policy makers to carefully 
consider the argument for increasing taxes on the public to support the arts.
30
 In 
order for any dedicated tax to reach fruition, sound, marketable reasons must be 
identified and promoted to the public and legislators to gain their support. In all of 
the case studies arts advocates identified and tailored their arguments to each of 
the groups they needed to persuade, and in some cases, not successfully. 
Determining the right case for support will vary for each taxing district.  
Given the dearth of scholarly articles on the subject, one caveat in 
available literature on cultural tax districts is systematic assemblage of the 
common themes exhibited in case studies on dedicated taxes to support the arts. 
Are there variables that unite the major cultural tax district cases? The WESTAF 
proceedings begin to approach this subject, but no scholar has systematically 
compared case studies of more than three dedicated taxes for the arts and gleaned 
their common themes, if any emerge. One explanation for this is that each case is 
unique and there are a host of factors that affect whether or not a state or city will 
implement a cultural tax. Another explanation is that, generally speaking, in most 
areas only newspaper articles and opinions of the advocates are the only methods 
by which one can study the rationale and history of the implementation of a tax. 
Given this, it is still possible that there may be commonalities between the major 
                                                          
30 Western States Arts Federation, “Perspectives on Cultural Tax Districts” (seminar proceedings, Seattle, 
WA, February 11 and 12, 2008). 
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cases that could have an effect on successful implementation of a cultural tax 
elsewhere. Since the case studies are unique, it would appear that it could be 
possible for any state or city to pass a cultural tax district given the right 
combination of resources and timing.  
Another hole in the available literature is what effect the cultural tax 
districts have on city or state funding and private philanthropy in their respective 
regions. Further studies examining this should be considered as they may provide 
evidence that cultural tax districts are not necessarily as stable or fulfilling as 
expected. Likewise, there are quite a few articles on some cultural tax districts 
(Denver, Allegheny), but no articles analyzing other tax districts (San Francisco). 
While each specific cultural tax district may not warrant an individual scholarly 
article about its establishment, the lack of specific research can make adequate 
comparisons among the districts difficult.  
Michael Rushton’s work31 has had a tremendous impact on this paper. 
Rushton appears to be one of the only scholars to make a concerted effort to truly 
analyze the necessity and impact of a dedicated tax to support the arts. His slogan, 
“Pay more, what for?” was not only one of the main focal points of the WESTAF 
seminar, but has profoundly influenced other policy makers and regional planners. 
Identifying a good reason for raising taxes to support the arts is absolutely 
essential before any progress on such a tax can be made. In an article on the 
                                                          
31 Michael Rushton, “Sustainable Funding for the Arts: Earmarked Taxes and Options for Metropolitan 
Atlanta,” Paper prepared for Research Atlanta, Inc., Atlanta, GA, September 2003; and “Sustainable Funding 
for the Arts: What Can Atlanta Learn from the Detroit Experience?,” Paper prepared for Research Atlanta, 
Inc., Atlanta, GA, June 2004; and “Earmarked Taxes for the Arts: US Experience and Policy Implications,” 
International Journal of Arts Management 6, no. 3 (2004): 38-48; and “Support for Earmarked Public 
Spending on Culture: Evidence from a Referendum in Metropolitan Detroit.” Public Budgeting and Finance 
25, no. 4 (Winter 2005): 72-85; and Western States Arts Federation, Perspectives on Cultural Tax Districts, 
Seminar proceedings, Seattle, WA, February 11 and 12 2008. 
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Detroit dedicated property tax attempts, one of the main reasons Rushton cites for 
the failure of the city’s cultural tax is a lack of adequate voter support, which, he 
argues, stemmed from an imprecise argument for arts support in general. It is 
possible that this is one of the key reasons why a cultural tax has yet to be 
successfully implemented in the Greater Philadelphia area.   
This paper, in examining why a cultural tax has not been successful in 
Greater Philadelphia, will join the small body of literature that exists on dedicated 
taxes to support the arts. While it will provide some answers as to why a 
dedicated tax has not been passed, it will also hopefully enlighten the area’s arts 
and culture sector on the challenges they face if a cultural tax is ever to be 
implemented in the region. It is the position of this researcher that the arts should 
be monetarily supported by American federal, state, and local governments. It is 
not within the scope of this paper to review the merits of arts and culture, suffice 
to say that there are a number of studies detailing the various effects that 
participation in the arts can have on individuals and communities. The arts in the 
United States have traditionally earned contributed revenue through private and 
public sources. In Greater Philadelphia, post-recession, private sources of money 
make up much more of contributed revenue than public monies— $430.5 million 
versus $82 million in 2009.
32
 This practice is unlike other countries, in which 
many arts institutions are more strongly supported by the national government, 
and other provincial or regional agencies, with individuals, foundations, and 
corporations contributing much less than their American counterparts. It is also 
                                                          
32 Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance, 2011 Portfolio, (Philadelphia, PA: Greater Philadelphia Cultural 
Alliance, 2011), 14-15.  
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not within the scope of this paper to determine which method of funding is more 
appropriate, but it is often considered more favorable, in general, for arts 
organizations to receive a combination of both private and public support and not 
be relegated to a single funding stream.  
Philadelphia has enjoyed a unique history in terms of private philanthropy. 
There are a large number of very generous individuals that have graciously 
supported arts organizations across the city. The Annenberg, Haas, Kimmel, 
Lenfest, and Pew families and foundations have been very generous to the 
Philadelphia arts sector, along with the many thousands of other individual donors 
who have committed to the region. Traditionally, Philadelphia has enjoyed the 
support of a number of smaller foundations, but they have not supported the arts 
and culture sector to the extent that prominent individuals and family foundations 
have. Recently, a number of larger national organizations have begun to invest in 
arts and culture organizations in the area including the Kresge Foundation in 
Michigan and the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation in Florida. According 
to the Greater Philadelphia Culture Alliance’s 2011 Portfolio, foundation support 
accounts for nearly a quarter of area arts organization’s contributed revenue.33 It 
is becoming clear, however, that this support may be changing in the future. The 
Pew Charitable Trusts, with their long-established culture offices in Philadelphia, 
have begun to relocate exclusively to Washington, D.C. Indeed the Pew Cultural 
Leadership Program will dissolve after 2015, with the foundation’s sole cultural 
funding granted through the Pew Center for Arts and Heritage. The largest 
foundation for cultural support in the region, William Penn Foundation, recently 
                                                          
33 Ibid., 32.  
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re-created its own funding priorities and guidelines, creating stricter controls for 
the arts and culture organizations that will be supported. Though the William 
Penn Foundation is tightening its arts funding priorities, the sector may also 
benefit from the expansion and creation of other Haas family foundations 
supportive of arts and culture, like the Wyncote Foundation. Even the Annenberg 
Foundation has relocated to California, giving its ‘parting gift’ to the sector that it 
had long supported in the form of a $10 million grant to the Kimmel Center for 
the Performing Arts; a gift that was subsequently used to start the bi-annual 
Philadelphia International Festival of the Arts.
34
 
Philadelphia foundations, familial and otherwise, which have funded area 
arts organizations for a long time, are decreasing their funding commitment to the 
area. Because foundation support accounts for a quarter of the average arts budget 
in the region, this necessitates the need for a stronger, more stable funding 
mechanism, pending any additional decreases in foundation funding, as well as 
other types of funding, like individual giving. A dedicated tax for the arts and 
culture sector would be a welcome source of funding for Philadelphia institutions, 
especially given the sheer volume of arts and culture organizations in the city. In 
many cases, though a city may support the arts, as the current Nutter 
Administration does in Philadelphia, there never seems to be enough money in the 
government to support the arts more significantly. Not only does a dedicated tax 
relieve the government of the pressure to contribute money from the general fund 
to support the arts, but the revenue from any dedicated tax has, in the Philadelphia 
                                                          
34 Peter Dobrin, “A windfall for Philadelphia arts festival; The Annenberg Foundation donates $10 million to 
get Kimmel project going,” Philadelphia Inquirer, June 19, 2008.  
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area, the potential to return significantly more revenues than the government 
currently contributes. This is especially pertinent as the city government has been 
forced to turn to area foundation support to assist with other areas of operation, 
like education, that have traditionally been supported almost exclusively by public 
funding.  
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METHODOLOGY 
 
 
 
 
 This paper will begin by exploring case studies of dedicated taxes to 
support the arts across the United States. The tax areas that will be examined are 
from areas with larger populations and larger funding distribution mechanisms 
because these cases can more reasonably be compared to the Greater Philadelphia 
area. There are also a greater number of scholarly articles and research that can be 
found on the “larger” cases. They are cited and held as examples more frequently 
than smaller-scale tax districts. The taxes that will be examined in this paper are: 
Denver’s Scientific and Cultural Facilities District; St. Louis’ Metropolitan and 
Zoological Park and Museum District; Allegheny County’s Regional Asset 
District; Salt Lake County’s Zoo, Arts, and Parks District; Cuyahoga County’s 
cigarette tax for the arts; and the property taxes for the Detroit Zoo and Detroit 
Institute of Arts.  
The paper will then include an analysis of the attempts to institute a 
dedicated tax for the arts in the Greater Philadelphia region. This paper will 
attempt to answer the question of why each of these attempts failed as well as 
identify the challenges that must be examined in future attempts. In order to 
identify the challenges for the region, interviews were conducted with major 
23 
 
stake-holders in several of the attempts. By way of their relation to previous 
attempts, length of service in the sector, and current position in cultural 
organizations across the region, these people can be considered authority figures 
in this subject as it applies to the region. Their interviews will provide an ‘inside’ 
perspective of why a particular attempt(s) failed. Information from the interviews 
will be reported anonymously and a complete listing of interview participants will 
be included in Appendix A of this paper.  
This paper will not attempt to create a specific tax model for Philadelphia. 
Likewise, this paper cannot definitively make the argument, “Pay more, what 
for?” This argument is outside of the scope of the paper, but is one of the 
challenges that need to be addressed before another major attempt at tax support 
for cultural organizations is undertaken. It is the goal of this paper that readers 
come away with an idea of why the dedicated arts tax attempts have failed in 
Philadelphia, the challenges that must be overcome to increase the likelihood of a 
successful future tax effort, and potential considerations for future attempts.  
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CASE STUDIES ON CURRENT DEDICATED TAXES FOR THE ARTS 
 
 
 
 
This section will briefly discuss some of the largest and most well-known 
dedicated taxes that were successfully implemented by various counties and cities 
across the country. The purpose of examining these cases is not only to examine 
the model used in each location, but to also examine how the taxes were passed in 
each area. All of the case studies are representative of one or more counties that 
include a large U.S. city and with similar metropolitan populations to 
Philadelphia. It is important to note that the population of the five-county region 
of Greater Philadelphia falls well above the highest populations served in these 
cases. A single, Philadelphia-only tax, for example, would mean that the 
population affected by such a tax would be around the same population size as 
those in the case studies.
35
 The cases presented herein represent multi-county, and 
therefore more regional, dedicated tax funding mechanisms as well as single-
county tax funding mechanisms. By researching these cases, multi-county and 
single-county alike, it is possible to learn from them, and perhaps find unique 
ways to face some of the challenges for successfully establishing a dedicated 
funding mechanism in the Greater Philadelphia region.  
 
 
                                                          
35 See Appendix 2 for chart.  
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Allegheny Regional Asset District- ARAD- Allegheny County, Pennsylvania 
 Directly across the state, in southwestern Pennsylvania, Allegheny 
County, that includes the city of Pittsburgh, utilizes a dedicated sales tax to 
support the arts. Since 1994, an additional 1% local option sales tax is levied on 
all applicable purchases in Allegheny County. The revenues of that tax are then 
divided: half are distributed back to each municipality within Allegheny County 
and half are granted to the county’s “regional assets” in a fixed ratio distribution 
model. The county defines its regional assets to include county libraries, parks, 
civic centers, sports arenas, and arts and culture organizations. The ARAD 
legislation is defined through Act-77, which was passed through the Pennsylvania 
General Assembly and then put to a referendum within Allegheny County. The 
county’s regional assets are re-granted tax revenue through the Allegheny 
Regional Asset District (ARAD), an organization created with the tax legislation 
to disperse tax generated revenues. In 2012, ARAD distributed $89.7 million back 
to the county’s regional assets; of that, nine percent, or $9.7 million was 
distributed to arts and cultural organizations.
36
 A large portion of ARAD revenues 
must go to ‘contractual assets,’ which include Allegheny County and Pittsburgh 
parks (twenty-nine percent of total funding) and libraries (thirty-one percent of 
total funding), the National Aviary in Pittsburgh, Phipps Conservatory and 
Botanical Gardens, and Pittsburgh Zoo and PPG Aquarium.
37
 The rest of the 
funding is granted through a process in which organizations must apply annually. 
                                                          
36 Allegheny Regional Asset District, “RAD grants: Arts and Culture,” http://radworkshere.org/interior.php? 
pageID=34 (accessed: January 26, 2013). 
37 Ibid.   
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In accordance with the enabling legislation, no more than 1% of ARAD funds 
may go towards administration of the organization.
38
   
 The notion of instituting a local option sales tax gained ground in 
Allegheny County for a number of reasons. First, an independent report 
completed by the Pennsylvania Economy League found that the county’s regional 
assets were facing a crisis.
39
 Public funding for organizations such as the zoo and 
libraries decreased and had not been effective at closing the gap in funding 
operations; and, in the past, the City of Pittsburgh had been the largest donor to 
the area’s zoo, aviary, and conservatory.40 This loss in the City’s budget is 
attributable to many factors, the greatest of which was the city’s decline as an 
important center of U.S. steel production. With the deterioration of Pittsburgh’s 
economy, it became apparent that other Allegheny County municipalities were 
starting to suffer financially as well. Politicians and advocates considered a local 
option tax as an appropriate solution not only because it would provide much 
needed funding to some of the county’s poorest municipalities, but because it 
would also help fund the institutions that continued to make the county an 
attractive place to visit and live.   
 Civic leaders also supported the local option tax for a number of reasons. 
First, a sales tax is seen by some as not being particularly “regressive.” In theory, 
the more money someone has, the more items they will be willing to purchase, 
which in turn means that wealthier people will pay more of the sales tax. The 
                                                          
38 Ibid.  
39 Brian K. Jensen and James W. Turner, “Act 77: Revenue Sharing in Allegheny County,” Government 
Finance Review 16, no. 6 (December 2000): 17.  
40 Ibid. 
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regressive qualities of a sales tax are even further alleviated in Pennsylvania 
because the state exempts certain items from sales tax, like grocery food and 
applicable clothing purchases. Thus, the sales tax is only valid on more “luxury”-
like items, lessening the effect it has on the poor. The use of a sales tax also 
allows the county to target visitors to the region, who were already making up the 
largest portion of attendees at some of the Allegheny organizations, and ensures 
that they would be funding a fair share of the tax revenues.  
 Examining ARAD shows that a strategic combination of factors 
contributed to the local option’s successful authorization. In Pennsylvania, a sales 
tax has to be approved at the state level and local level. Hence, any new tax in a 
Pennsylvania county has to be approved in Harrisburg as well as the county itself. 
In terms of the ARAD tax, there were a number of legislators who stood behind it, 
including the Acting Governor at the time, Mark Singel; former Governor, Mayor 
of Pittsburgh, and influential citizen David L. Lawrence; Allegheny County Board 
of Commissioners Tom Foerster; then Mayor of Pittsburgh Sophie Masloff; 
Mayor-elect Tom Murphy; House Majority Leader Ivan Itkin, and state Senate 
Democrat D. Michael Fisher.
41
 In addition to these public figures, the tax received 
significant and important support from the Pennsylvania Economy League, who 
had initially warned of the crisis the area’s regional assets would face without 
ARAD, as well as the Allegheny Conference on Community Development, that 
included prominent private sector businessmen and women, such as Thomas H. 
O’Brien, then CEO of Pittsburgh National Corporation Bank.42  
                                                          
41 Staff writer, “Regional victory,” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, December 13, 1993.  
42 Ibid.  
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While the support of prominent citizens and legislators is definitely one of 
the strongest elements of a successful proposed tax campaign, the ARAD tax 
received support for other reasons as well. Namely, though the tax reflected an 
increase in the sales tax in the region, it was levied in conjunction with tax cuts in 
other areas in the county, including the local amusement tax and property tax. As 
a condition for receiving one half of the sales tax revenues, municipalities in 
Allegheny County and the City of Pittsburgh had to agree to decrease property 
taxes for the first year of the program. Likewise, for the county’s municipalities to 
receive money, they had to agree to use a portion of the funds for tax relief for 
their citizens.
43
 Pittsburgh also had to lower its amusement tax, which was levied 
at 10% and proved to be an unwanted barrier to participation in entertainment 
events. In voter advertisements for the tax, great attention was paid to this detail, 
increasing positive voter response to the measure. One caveat critics of the tax 
have pointed out is that the county, city, and municipalities, only had to decrease 
their taxes for the first year in order to receive funding. Thus, after the first year, 
they are free to reinstate tax cuts back to pre-tax legislation levels. 
At the time of the successful implementation of ARAD, the state of 
Pennsylvania was not a stranger to the idea of a 1% sales tax increase. Earlier, in 
1992, state lawmakers defeated a proposal to allow counties to option for a local 
1% sales tax increase to the state-mandated 6% sales tax rate. If approved, this 
would have allowed counties to option the extra 1% sales tax increase and use the 
money however they deemed fit.
44
 A year earlier, the county of Philadelphia 
                                                          
43 Jensen and Turner, 17.  
44 Staff writer, “Extra-sales tax bill defeated,” Reading Eagle, November 24, 1992.  
29 
 
successfully optioned for such a tax increase to help pull the city government 
from financial ruin.
45
 Some believe that the ARAD tax proposal worked in 1993 
because it was not a statewide tax initiative, rather it was localized and the 
enabling legislature guaranteed the dissolution of certain taxes in the first year of 
ARAD revenue disbursements. At the time, and also now, there are too many 
Pennsylvania lawmakers who were adverse to the idea of raising the state sales 
tax percentage without being offered some say in how the counties would offer 
concessions in return for the revenues.  
Perhaps even more importantly, the tax is seen as a uniquely progressive 
partnership between state and county lawmakers, and amongst the municipalities, 
county, and city government. According to one newspaper article, “Within 
Allegheny County, a municipality’s share of the sales-tax revenues generally will 
be greater (relative to its taxing capacity) for the more fiscally distressed 
communities and less for the more affluent communities.”46 This quote shows the 
strong sense of cooperation the ARAD revenues inspire. For some, the sheer size 
of Allegheny County is indicative of a strong spirit of regional cooperation. 
Allegheny County is home to 128 municipalities that receive ARAD funding
47
 
 It has been nearly twenty years since ARAD began distributing tax 
revenues to arts and culture organizations. Residents seem to be quite supportive 
of ARAD, though there are and always will be dissidents. An opinion article from 
then State Representative Tony DeLuca, expresses doubt that ARAD is actually a 
                                                          
45 Ibid.  
46Stuart Hoffman and Paul R. Flora, “A civilized option: what’s good about the sales-tax hike,” Perspectives, 
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, January 14, 1994.  
47 Allegheny County Pennsylvania Government, “Municipality Map,” 
http://www.alleghenycounty.us/munimap/index.asp (accessed: January 26, 2013).  
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useful tax reform policy, claiming that the reform would only end up helping the 
wealthy even more.
48
  Other criticisms of the ARAD tax are that the free days 
only apply to certain organizations, while the tax supports the stadiums and 
professional sports teams—institutions unwilling to offer free events to tax 
payers, like some other ARAD receiving organizations. State Representative 
DeLuca goes on to say that the ARAD tax will encourage citizens to drive outside 
of Allegheny County for big sales purchases, ultimately affecting employment in 
the sales sector.
49
 In another opinion article, a resident notes that he thinks that 
citizens should be allowed to patronize organizations privately if they wish to do 
so.
50
 He also notes that the organizational free events are meant to thank the 
public for its ‘support’ when he argues that the public, especially the public that 
voted against the plan, have no choice but to pay the additional sales tax.
51
 
Luckily, for arts organizations in Allegheny County, the majority of the residents 
there are still supportive of the additional sales tax.  
 
Scientific and Cultural Facilities District- SCFD- Counties of Adams, 
Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Douglas, and Jefferson, Colorado 
 One of the best known and most widely researched dedicated taxes in 
existence today is the sales tax that funds the Scientific and Cultural Facilities 
District (SCFD) in Colorado. The SCFD is comprised of seven counties in 
Colorado: Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Douglas, and 
                                                          
48 State Representative Tony DeLuca, “Regional Asset Plan is a potential boomerang,” Pittsburgh Post-
Gazette, December 22, 1993.  
49 Ibid.  
50 David Bayshore Scott, “Rad is bad,” Opinion/The Review, Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, October 14, 2004.  
51 Ibid.  
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Jefferson; and redistributes one-tenth of a one percent sales tax back to arts and 
cultural organizations in the seven counties through an established “tier” system. 
 The SCFD was created, first by tackling the enabling legislature that 
would be needed to bring the metro tax to the voters, then by creating the funding 
mechanism and identifying the organizations that merited public support, and 
finally, by bringing the tax to a public vote. The entire process, from inception to 
completion, took six years.
52
 The SCFD represents a systematic and progressive 
way of successfully enacting a dedicated cultural tax. Though successful, it is 
possible that the SCFD would not exist today were it not for a major historical 
crisis facing the Denver metropolitan area. 
 In the early 1980s, the biggest Denver cultural institutions faced a major 
crisis. Previously funded in large part by the city, the institutions were told that 
city funding would decrease drastically due to necessary cuts in the city’s 
budget.
53
 Denver was not alone, as a recession affected the United States, and was 
due, in part to: the monetary policy of the Federal Reserve, which aimed to curb 
the rate of inflation; the lingering impact of the Iranian Revolution of 1979, which 
resulted in a spike in oil prices across the globe; and President Ronald Reagan’s 
cuts in domestic spending.
54
 The main Denver cultural institutions: the Denver 
Art Museum, the Denver Zoo, the Denver Botanic Gardens, and the Denver 
Museum of Nature and Science lost nearly forty-seven percent of their combined 
                                                          
52 Dinah Zeiger, “The SCFD Story: A History of the Scientific and Cultural Facilities District” (appendix to 
seminar proceedings Perspectives on Cultural Tax Districts, Seattle, WA, February 11 and 12, 2008). 
53 Elizabeth McClearn, “Taxed: How One-Tenth of One Percent Transformed Denver,” The Journal of Arts 
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budgets through the city cut backs.
55
 The four institutions were forced to raise the 
price of admission and cut their own costs wherever possible. The effect of the 
cuts was particularly drastic at the Denver Zoo, where the animals were forced to 
eat less food, and at the Denver Botanic Gardens, where rare flora had to survive 
in suboptimal temperatures.
56
   
 Given the state of affairs for the major institutions, their trustees began to 
think of ways to restore the needed funding. One prominent citizen in particular, 
Rex Morgan, a trustee of the Denver Art Museum, took the lead in promoting the 
idea of a regional funding mechanism. Morgan, who had been influenced by the 
St. Louis County property tax, which is the oldest dedicated tax for the arts in the 
United States and supports five of the major institutions in the county, began to 
support the notion that such a tax could work in Denver.
57
 Morgan began 
cultivating political relationships with the key players whose support would be 
needed for a regional funding mechanism to succeed. He courted the Denver 
mayor, Federico Peña, and hired a well-connected lobbyist, the former Colorado 
General Assembly president, to lobby on behalf of the Museum.
58
 While he 
initially lobbied for a museum-only tax, Morgan began to face some difficulties in 
convincing the city of the merits of such a funding mechanism. He enlisted other 
trustees from the main Denver institutions, in support of a funding mechanism 
that would supplement all of their budgets, as opposed to separate taxes to support 
each individual institution. The group discussed plans with Peña advocates and 
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lobbyists to create the best method for funding the budgets of the institutions and 
settled on a sales tax because funding would grow with inflation and because the 
tax would affect tourists as much as it would residents.
59
 Furthermore, the group 
agreed on a smaller sales tax, one-tenth of one percent, not only because it was 
more likely to be supported by the voting public, but also because the expected 
revenue from such a tax would be enough for the four institutions to share.  
 It is important to note that the foundation for regional funding was not an 
entirely new concept to the Denver metro area. There already existed two regional 
funding mechanisms, one to support waste management, and one to support 
transportation. It was along these lines that the borders for the SCFD were 
based.
60
 With all of this in mind: the union of the four large Denver institutions; 
the idea for a smaller, less obtrusive sales tax; and the support of lobbyists and 
prominent trustees from each of the four boards, legislation was proposed for the 
creation of the SCFD. During the legislative process, a group of advocates from 
other cultural institutions in the Denver area (known as the Cultural Advocacy 
Group), objected to the creation of the SCFD because it would only support those 
four major institutions and neglected to acknowledge that more cultural 
institutions in the Denver metro area also contributed to the quality of life in the 
region.
61
 The four Denver institutions eventually conceded to a sixty-five and 
thirty-five percent funding split with the Cultural Advocacy Group.  
As the proposed bill continued to move through the legislative process, the 
Cultural Advocacy Group further fragmented into two groups: one comprised of 
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organizations with operating budgets more than $1 million and the rest containing 
smaller arts organizations in the area. Despite the unforeseen level of fighting 
among the different cultural organizations, another deal was finally struck in 1987 
and the bill creating the SCFD was signed into legislation, allocating sixty-five 
percent of funds from the tax to the four largest institutions (now named Tier I); 
twenty-five percent to a group of seven, mid-sized organizations (now named Tier 
II); and ten percent distributed amongst the remaining cultural institutions through 
a competitive granting process (now named Tier III).
62
  
 With a bill in place, all that was left was for the funding mechanism to be 
proposed to and accepted by voters in the region. The campaign had three critical 
arguments, in order of importance: the tax’s effect on area children, the economic 
benefits of a culturally strong Denver, and the effect on the community as a 
whole.
63
 The group also promoted the tax’s small size and noted that one cent of a 
ten dollar sales bill would go to the SCFD, and thus, “...stressed that small change 
(literally) could make huge differences.”64  The campaign was promoted with 
high intensity and over a relatively small amount of time. The biggest campaign 
push came two months before the election, which may have left opponents with 
little time to coordinate an effective offensive strike.
65
 In 1988, voters in the 
Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, and Jefferson counties and parts of 
Adams and Douglas counties, voted to approve the tax by a landslide of nearly 
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seventy-five percent.
66
 Since its acceptance into law and voter approval, the 
SCFD has successfully redistributed $711 million in tax revenue.
67
  
The SCFD has come across several complications since its creation. The 
enabling legislature was changed in the mid-1990s to a fifty-nine/twenty-
eight/thirteen percent funding scheme, which reflected the changes in audiences 
and numbers amongst the Tiered organizations.
68
 The funding mechanism was 
shifted again in the 2004 reauthorization, which redistributes over sixty-five 
percent of revenue to Tier I organizations, which now number five organizations 
because the Denver Center for the Performing Arts successfully lobbied for 
removal from Tier II, twenty-one percent to Tier II organizations, and just over 
thirteen percent to Tier III organizations.
69
  These changes in funding percentages 
as well as the initial issues between the largest Denver institutions and smaller 
organizations shows how delicate regional funding mechanisms can be negotiated 
effectively across the cultural community. Another issue concerned the major 
institutions reluctance to drastically lower or remove admission prices, which 
caused some concern amongst the public. To remedy this, “free days,” in which 
Colorado residents are given free admission to the Tier I institutions, were created 
around the time of the tenth anniversary of the SCFD.  
Even though the SCFD has enjoyed great success, it has always had to 
campaign for reauthorization, which reminds citizens and advocates alike that 
                                                          
66 Ibid., 192.  
67 Scientific and Cultural Facilities District Board of Directors, 2011 Annual Report (Denver, CO: Scientific 
and Cultural Facilities District, 2011).   
68 Jane Hansberry, “Denver’s Scientific and Cultural Facilities District: A Case Study in Regionalis,” 
Government Finance Review 16, no. 6 (December 2000): 14. 
69 Scientific and Cultural Facilities District, Scientific and Cultural Facilities District-At a Glance (Denver, 
CO: Scientific and Cultural Facilities District, 2010).  
36 
 
public funding for arts and culture should never be considered permanent or safe. 
In the most recent reauthorization phase, several public arguments against the tax 
included: the desire for other funding entities to come forward to support the 
institutions (specifically corporate sponsorships), the desire for the tax burden to 
be borne by only those that attend the institutions, and that the inclusion of all of 
Adams County in the tax district was unfair because towns in Douglas County 
were still given the option of not being included.
70
 Despite the opposition, the tax 
was reauthorized and is currently scheduled to sunset in 2018. There are plans to 
create another campaign for its reauthorization from 2014 to 2016.
71
 
 
Metropolitan Zoological Park and Museum District- St. Louis County, 
Missouri  
 The Metropolitan Zoological Park and Museum District (MZPMD) is the 
oldest operating dedicated tax for arts and culture in the United States. The 
MZPMD is funded by a property tax that distributes money to five organizations 
in St. Louis County, Missouri: the St. Louis Zoo, the St. Louis Art Museum, the 
St. Louis Science Center, the Missouri Botanical Garden, and the Missouri 
History Museum. When passed in 1972, the property tax only included millages 
for the Art Museum, Zoo, and Science Center. Both the Botanical Garden and 
History Museum were added with voter approval at later dates, 1983 and 1988, 
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respectively.
72
 Since its inception, the MZPMD has steadily distributed more and 
more tax revenue, from $3.9 million in 1972 to over $72 million in 2009.
73
  
 What is known about the MZPMD can be gleaned from newspaper articles 
and its very modest website. The MZPMD began in earnest in the early 1960s 
through the efforts of prominent St. Louis citizens, specifically Howard Baer. Mr. 
Baer had been involved with the St. Louis Zoo and enlisted the help of its 
Director, Marlin Perkins, and Board Chairman, Circuit Judge Thomas F. McGuire 
to promote the idea of using a property tax millage to fund the zoo, art museum, 
and science center. According to an article in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch by 
Harper Barnes (March 6, 1989), the Zoo and Art Museum previously patronized 
mainly by St. Louis City residents, began to receive support from County 
residents. In addition to this, the Zoo and Art Museum received funding from the 
City of St. Louis, not the County.
74
 Given this discrepancy between visitors to the 
museum and source of funding, Mr. Baer and other prominent citizens created a 
bill that would authorize the city and county to levy a property tax for the benefit 
of the Zoo and Art Museum, as well as a third organization, the Science Center.  
Once the bill passed in the legislature, it was put to a public vote, where 
St. Louis County residents agreed to a tax of eight cents per $100 assessed 
valuation for the benefit of the St. Louis Zoo and St. Louis Art Museum and four 
cents per $100 for the St. Louis Science Center. Later, in both 1983 and 1988, the 
Missouri Botanical Garden and Missouri History Museum were authorized to 
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receive tax payer money and voters approved two additional property tax 
millages. According to a newspaper article in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, an 
institution must ask the County Legislature for authorization to be included on the 
ballot. Once on, voters must approve whether the institution can become part of 
the MZPMD.
75
 Currently, the MZPMD collects nearly twenty-seven cents per 
$100 assessed value for the five institutions.
76
 
 Since the five St. Louis institutions started receiving funds from the 
MZPMD, other organizations, notably the St. Louis Symphony Society, have 
attempted to get funding from St. Louis voters. Currently, no other institutions 
have been successful at securing funding through the MZPMD, which shows that 
the MZPMD, though it may be the oldest dedicated tax for the arts, it is also, 
arguably, the most selective. In other areas, like Denver and Allegheny County, 
numerous organizations are funded by a dedicated tax for the arts, albeit with 
tension, as in the Denver case where several of the largest institutions receive the 
lion’s share of funding, and in Allegheny County, where the arts are part of a 
larger “quality of life” style tax, making up only ten percent of the funding. The 
St. Louis case is unique in that only five of the largest institutions in the area 
receive funding, and not just any five; the only institutions that receive funding 
are visual and cultural museums and they are most distinctly not performing arts 
organizations. According to the article by Harper Barnes (March 6, 1989), this 
disparity becomes a question centered on the cost of admission. The St. Louis 
Zoo, Art Museum, Science Center, and Missouri History Museum are always 
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free, with the exception of some special shows and events, which are nominally 
priced. In the case of the Missouri Botanical Gardens, admission is always 
charged, with the exception of St. Louis City and County residents who can get in 
for free on Wednesday and Saturday mornings before noon.
77
 Barnes writes that 
one of the main issues with the Symphony joining the MZPMD is that very few of 
their events would be free and there was doubt that the ticket prices would remain 
nominal even with funding from the MZPMD. 
The MZPMD is an excellent example of the importance of having a strong 
voice outside of the arts sector to promote and gain acceptance to the idea of a 
dedicated tax. It was largely from the influence and persistence of Howard Baer 
that the MZPMD came to fruition. The MZPMD also exhibits both the positive 
and negative qualities of using a property tax as the vehicle for funding the arts. 
Property taxes, can sometimes, though not always, act regressively, affecting 
those who are living in homes in neighborhoods with skyrocketing value and 
appeal. If a property tax for the arts were instituted in Philadelphia, this would 
almost certainly be the case. Another potential issue with the MZPMD is that the 
tax comes from residents of St. Louis City and County, while everyone can take 
advantage of free admission to four of the five MZPMD funded institutions. 
Opinion pieces in local newspapers reflect some voters’ displeasure at paying 
taxes for institutions that do not charge admission to area visitors.
78
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Though successful, the MZPMD is not without its controversy, as are 
many specialized tax initiatives. Most recently, the Board of the MZPMD has 
begun auditing the various institutions that receive tax revenues. The St. Louis 
Science Center and Missouri History Museum have already been audited and the 
St. Louis Art Museum is the next organization to undergo the Board’s critiques. 
In the case of the Science Center and History Museum, some unsavory 
characteristics were uncovered, including large bonuses for executive staff and a 
million dollar land deal between the organization and a former trustee, 
respectively.
79
 Despite the Board’s decision to engage in audits, thus far there has 
not been a significant public outcry over the five institutions’ use of the tax 
revenue.  
The MZPMD is a special tax case that works very well in the city and 
county of St. Louis. In general, the MZPMD is too specific in its funding for this 
model to work in Philadelphia and, as will be detailed in upcoming sections, a 
property tax to supports arts and culture is not likely to receive support from 
Philadelphia voters.  
 
Cigarette Tax-Cuyahoga County, Ohio 
The dedicated tax to support the arts in Cuyahoga County, Ohio is 
different from all of the other case studies presented in this paper because it is the 
only dedicated tax where the revenue is derived from a ‘sin tax,’ which is a tax on 
goods like cigarettes and liquor. In 2006, voters in Cuyahoga County approved a 
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ten-year tax on cigarettes with revenue to benefit the county’s arts and culture 
organizations. This was not the first time that Cuyahoga County used a ‘sin tax’ to 
finance projects. In 1990, County voters narrowly approved a ‘sin tax’ to help 
fund the Gateway Sports and Entertainment Complex, which would later become 
home to the Cleveland Indians Major League Baseball team and the Cleveland 
Cavaliers National Basketball Association team. The story of the Gateway project 
and the institution of a dedicated tax to fund stadiums, arts, and culture in 
Cleveland demonstrate just how difficult it can be to get voter approval for 
additional taxes and to sustain funds for these initiatives.  
 According to Jonathan Knight, the idea of using a tax to fund new 
stadiums first began in the early 1980s when the Cuyahoga County Commissioner 
Vince Campanella proposed raising property taxes to fund a new stadium in 
downtown Cleveland. The tax did not receive backing from the Ohio Governor, 
Richard Celeste, and instead the Greater Cleveland Domed Stadium Corporation 
was created to further the stadium planning process. In the subsequent years, 
when another stadium was proposed, advocates began discussing how the project 
could be funded and fixated on the idea of using a ‘sin tax’ to raise money. When 
the final stadium project was approved and renamed the Gateway Sports and 
Entertainment Complex, some six years later, the ‘sin tax’ was an integral part of 
the funding structure. Eventually, on May 8, 1990, Cuyahoga County voters 
approved a fifteen-year 4.5 cent tax on cigarettes, a 2 cent tax on beer, and a 1.5 
cent tax on liquor to help fund the Gateway Project.
80
 Though approved, the ‘sin 
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tax’ just barely passed through voter approval, 198,390 to 185,209, or by a 
majority of only fifty-two percent.
81
 The tax was carried mostly by suburban 
Cuyahoga County residents and was regarded less favorably by Cleveland 
residents.
82
 Though this helped set the stage for the later acceptance of the arts 
and culture cigarette tax, it is clear that voters in Cuyahoga County were not 
overwhelmingly in favor of taxation to as a source of funding for area sports 
teams.  
 Sixteen years after the Gateway ‘sin tax’ was approved, voters once again 
approved a tax on ‘sin items.’ This time the tax was on only one ‘sin’ item, 
cigarettes, and revenue benefits solely arts and culture organizations. In 2006 
voters in Cuyahoga County approved a thirty-cent per pack excise tax on 
cigarettes by another, rather narrow margin of fifty-six to forty-four percent
83
 In 
1990, the Gateway tax had the approval of the Cuyahoga County commissioners, 
the Mayor, the City Council President, and prominent local business leaders.
84
 
The 2006 arts and culture tax was championed not only by area politicians, but 
also by one of the leading news sources in Greater Cleveland: the Crain’s 
Cleveland Business, a subsidiary of Crain Communications.
85
  
From 2007 to 2010, the tax garnered more than $48 million for over one 
hundred arts and culture organizations and over forty individual artists.
86
 While 
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the revenue from the tax makes Greater Cleveland one of the strongest public 
supporters of the arts in the nation, 
87
the tax has also presented its own 
difficulties. It is clear in both the Gateway tax and in the later arts cigarette tax 
that the public did not overwhelmingly approve of either taxation issue. The 
Gateway tax was approved by the smallest of margins and the arts cigarette tax, 
though approved by a larger margin, still did not completely “rally” voter support 
as in other cases. There are several reasons that could contribute to this lack of 
overwhelming voter support. First, as the recent arts cigarette tax was passed, 
another measure banning smoking in public bars and restaurants was also 
approved, which could have a negative effect on the number of cigarettes sold in 
the county. Thus, if there are fewer places one can smoke; it is likely that one may 
vote against a tax that would drive up the cost of cigarettes. Nationally, the 
number of smoking adults has decreased from a high of forty-five percent in 1965 
to just over nineteen percent in 2011. 
88
 Cuyahoga County is not an exception to 
this rule. The arts cigarette tax was projected to bring in $20 million in revenue in 
the first year.
89
 It missed that goal, and instead, has raised increasingly smaller 
sums of money, which can be explained in two ways: there are fewer adult 
smokers in Cuyahoga County, or cigarette buyers are driving to other counties to 
purchase their cigarettes to avoid the tax. By 2016, when the tax is set to expire, 
arts and culture organizations in Cuyahoga County are projected to split only $10 
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million in tax revenue.
90
 Proponents of the tax say they expected this downturn in 
funds, but it does bring to light the assumption that dedicated taxes are, by their 
nature, sustainable. In this case, the revenue from the tax is greatly influenced by 
larger, environmental factors, such as the decrease in adult smokers, which also 
affects the level of sustainability.  
The Cuyahoga taxes are also excellent examples of the sheer cost it takes 
to promote and run a successful political campaign. The original Gateway tax 
campaign cost nearly $1 million to promote and market as did the second, 
unsuccessful, campaign to extend the Gateway tax to the year 2015 (it sunset in 
2005). In all cases presented here, comprehensive marketing efforts, backed by 
substantial sums of money, were used to promote the dedicated taxes among 
voters. The Cuyahoga County tax is also the only tobacco tax with dedicated 
revenue for arts and culture organizations in the country.
91
 Cigarette taxes, more 
so than other sin taxes, more adversely affect certain areas of the population. 
Smokers reside, more often than not, in lower economic brackets than the average 
arts patron, which tends mostly towards the affluent and more highly educated. 
Cigarette taxes are then, as a result, regressive in nature. This objection has been 
expressed in the area’s newspapers, leading some opinion writers to recommend 
other tax ideas that might more fairly target a larger segment of the population, 
such as a parking tax.
92
 Proponents in Philadelphia have attempted to institute a 
‘sin tax’ before, a liquor tax, which will be discussed in the next section.  
                                                          
90 Timothy Magaw, “Arts Grantmaker in process of gauging community opinion; As receipts from cigarette 
tax decline, group wants to know how spending is viewed,” Crain’s Cleveland Business, January 17, 2011.  
91 Miller, “Arts fund quite a draw for Cleveland.”   
92 Dan Shingler, “Don’t Extend the Sin Tax, Park It,” Opinion, Crain’s Cleveland Business, June 5, 1995.  
45 
 
Despite some difficulties, the Cuyahoga County tax does reflect a 
successful way in which public funding for the arts can be instituted. While tax 
revenues continue to dwindle slowly, the CEO of the Cuyahoga Arts and Culture 
organization, which distributes the revenue, has begun to plan for the ballot 
reauthorization of the tax in 2015 and they are paying special attention to ways 
they can promote sustainability outside of relying on cigarette tax revenues.
93
 
 
Zoo, Arts, and Parks- Salt Lake County, Utah 
 The Salt Lake County Zoo, Arts, and Parks tax (ZAP) is one of the most 
successful examples of enacting a dedicated tax in the United States, maintaining 
some of the highest levels of voter approval. The ZAP tax, first enacted in 1997, 
has always generated impressive numbers of voter approval at each authorization. 
In 1996, sixty percent of voters approved the legislation.
94
 At the most recent 
vote, in 2004, over seventy percent of voters approved the legislation.
95
 Varying 
public opinion polls have said the tax was supported by anywhere from seventy-
six percent to as much as eighty-six percent of county residents,
96
 and that support 
was split relatively evenly across Republicans and Democrats alike.
97
 The ZAP 
tax is so popular that at the 2004 authorization, more Salt Lake County voters 
voted in support for ZAP then those that voted in favor of George Bush by a 
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margin of 71.3% to 58.8% respectively.
98
 Although the ZAP tax has always 
enjoyed voter support, that has not kept the tax from becoming a magnet for other 
issues, namely the political nature through which the ZAP operates and the 
relatively high level of disagreement amongst Salt Lake County arts groups about 
the ZAP’s funding mechanism. 
 The ZAP tax, as it stands right now, funds arts and cultural institutions, the 
Hogle Zoo, and recreation facilities and parks which reside in Salt Lake County. 
Recreation and parks were not always a part of the ZAP funding mechanism. In 
the early 1990s, the Utah state legislature passed a bill that would allow counties 
within the state to enact a sales tax option which would benefit zoological, 
cultural, and botanical organizations.
99
 When the ZAP tax first went onto the local 
ballot in 1993, the tax was formulated to only fund arts and cultural 
organizations.
100
 Voters in Salt Lake and Iron Counties rejected the measure, 
partly because the tax was seen as elitist. Opinion articles showed that voters felt 
that public funding should not subsidize organizations whose wealthy patrons 
could well afford ticket prices.
101
 At the second ZAP attempt, state code was 
modified to include parks and recreation in the funding formula as well as 
zoological institutions. In Salt Lake County, this was coupled with plans to build 
twelve additional recreational facilities across the county with an additional $50 
million bond from the County Commission.
102
 These changes molded the ZAP tax 
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into a larger “quality of life”- style tax and thus became more attractive to and 
were approved by county voters.  
The ZAP tax was originally conceived out of the implementation of the 
Denver Scientific and Cultural Facilities District. Using the same model, the ZAP 
tax earmarks one-tenth of a one percent sales tax and funding is distributed 
amongst organizations, some of which fall into “Tiers.” According to state 
legislative code, thirty percent of funds must be allocated to recreational facilities 
and parks, twelve and one-eighth percent of the funds must be distributed to 
zoological institutions, forty-eight and seven-eighths percent of the funds must be 
distributed to botanical and cultural organizations with an annual operating budget 
of $250,000 or more per year (Tier I), and nine percent of the funds must be 
distributed to organizations that do not fall into Tier I status.
103
 County code for 
the tax has amended the minimum budget amount for Tier I organizations to 
$319,000 due to the increase in competition for funding and the increase in the 
general health of arts and cultural organizations from the increased public 
funding.
104
 In Salt Lake County, 23 organizations are currently receiving Tier I 
funding, up from 19 organizations in 1997.
105
 Utah state code also requires that all 
organizations which receive funding from a local county option sales and use tax 
to give all state residents access to discounted tickets or waived admission, if they 
offer these discounts at some point in their programming.
106
 Thus, the legislation 
                                                          
103 Utah State Legislature, Title 59, Chapter 12, Section 704 (last amended 2011).  
104 Salt Lake County Council, County Option Funding for Zoological, Cultural and Botanical Organizations 
Known as the Zoo, Arts and Parks Program, policy no. 1031, eff. April 24, 2012.  
105 Salt Lake County Zoo, Arts, and Parks, “Salt Lake County Zoo, Arts Parks Program Tier I and Zoological 
Funding History,” (Salt Lake County, UT: ZAP Advisory Board, 2012).    
106 Utah State Legislature, Title 59, Chapter 12, Section 705, (last amended 2011).  
48 
 
does not mandate that free days are required to be in accordance with the code, 
but that if these days exist already, they must be extended to all state residents.  
 While state code gives counties the right to leverage the option sales and 
use tax for the benefit of zoological, cultural, and botanical organizations, the 
option must be voted on by referendum and the County Commission must then 
approve the referendum.
107
 In other Utah counties, this has become a political 
quagmire for supporters wishing to enact a local option tax for their zoos, arts, 
and parks. In Utah County, there was considerable support for the institution of a 
ZAP-like tax, but County Commissioners rejected such a proposal, even before 
the option made it onto the ballot. This act essentially killed all possibility that the 
tax would be enacted, despite the people’s support of the tax.108 To amend this, 
the Utah state legislature eventually voted to allow cities within counties that do 
not support the tax to enact their own city-wide ZAP-style tax.
109
 While it seems 
that much of the fight for a dedicated arts tax is already complete with the state 
legislation authorizing the tax, the fact that the County Commission can 
ultimately choose not to enact a tax despite public support can make it all the 
more difficult for proponents of a dedicated tax for the arts to successfully enact 
one.  
 Another issue the ZAP tax has had to face since its inception is the 
inability to separate politics from the funding formula. Since a county commission 
can ultimately choose not to enact the tax, state code also gives the commission 
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the authority to decide how any revenues from such a tax are distributed.
110
 This 
became an issue a few years after the ZAP tax was created when an organization 
called This is the Place Heritage Park applied for Tier I funding and was rejected 
by the ZAP Advisory Board due to questions surrounding their main mission. The 
ZAP Advisory Board argued that this fell outside the qualification parameters to 
receive tax revenue.
111
 The organization successfully petitioned the Salt Lake 
County Commission to be approved into Tier I status, despite the Advisory 
Board’s ruling, which created a long-standing debate between the ZAP Advisory 
Board and the Commission over the politicization of the funding process.
112
 In 
every case study, there are some arts organizations that do not qualify for or are 
not granted public funding from the dedicated tax revenue. In Philadelphia, the 
Philadelphia Cultural Fund (PCF), one of the only methods in which 
Philadelphia’s cultural organizations can receive local government money for 
their programs, organizations are turned away almost every year and 
organizations that do receive funding have seen their share drop as PCF funds 
have dropped. 
To amend these issues before the 2004 reauthorization bid, the ZAP 
Advisory Board approved use of a consultant to address any inconsistencies in the 
tax program and funding mechanism. The consultant advised on a number of 
issues, one of which was the increasingly political nature of the funding 
mechanism, as well as others including: a cap on the amount of funding that Tier I 
organizations can receive and increasing the amount of money that Tier II 
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organizations can receive so that they may begin to stabilize.
113
 Some of the 
issues that the Commission voted to approve included measures to streamline the 
application process and additional ways to better assess the financial health of 
institutions. 
114
 The Commission rejected the cap on Tier I funding, though State 
code has increased the percentage of funds given to Tier II organizations, and the 
de-politicization of the ZAP funding process. Since the Commission ultimately 
rejected the proposal to establish the ZAP Advisory Board as the final authority 
on funding decisions, the gates are still open for arts organizations to petition the 
Commission in order to overrule Board’s decision. In every case that has gone 
before the County Commission, the arts organization has won the appeal, 
diminishing the ZAP Advisory Board’s authority. 
 Other issues with the ZAP tax lie in the perception that the funding source 
is a stable one. The ZAP tax, though popular, is not stable by any means. When 
the proposal for a county-option sales tax was first proposed in the Utah 
legislature, some politicians wanted to attach censorship measures.
115
 Before the 
2008 recession, Utah lawmakers successfully passed legislation that lowered the 
amount of tax that could be collected on food purchases, which in turn lowered 
the amount of money the ZAP tax was expected to bring in by about $1.8 
million.
116
 It caused a shock to institutions relying on those funds. This decrease 
was felt even more sharply in 2008 due to the recession, which hurt organizations 
in a variety of ways including: decreases in private donations; decreases in ticket 
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sales and memberships; loss on investments, and decreases in sales throughout the 
County due to fewer purchases from residents. At one point, nine of the largest 
groups receiving ZAP funds failed the requisite financial tests that would make 
them eligible to continue to receive that funding. The exact reason why these 
organizations failed the financial solvency tests is not clear, but many newspapers 
implied that their financial troubles were related to the U.S. economic recession. 
Ultimately, the organizations were granted the ZAP funds, but they were required 
to submit comprehensive financial health plans and progress reports.
117
 Recently, 
ZAP funding has only just started to return to its pre-2008 level. This example 
shows how important it is for organizations to continue to manage other funding 
streams, even if they are in an area with increased public funding for the arts.  
 There is still no resolution to the political nature of the ZAP tax funding 
and for the case studies presented thus far, ZAP has the most politically 
influenced funding mechanism. The ZAP enabling legislation has also been 
amended throughout the years, and some recent legislation seeks to end the tax 
altogether. As recently as 2007 politicians have proposed legislation that would 
give Utah a single, flat-rate sales tax, which would end all county-option taxes 
and thus end the ZAP funding.
118
 The tax has also responded to various 
environmental and non-environmental obstacles that have made the revenue 
fluctuate over the years. There have been some intense disagreements within the 
Salt Lake arts community over the funding structure. Some organizations are still 
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critical over the fact that Tier II members receive just nine percent of funding and 
that that funding must be distributed amongst upwards of 100 organizations, while 
Tier I members, numbering only twenty-three, share over forty-eight percent of 
funds. Despite these issues, nearly everyone in Salt Lake County can agree that 
the ZAP tax is very influential in the health and vitality of the county’s arts and 
culture organizations and will be a part of the county for the foreseeable future.  
 
Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne Counties, Michigan- Millage for the Detroit 
Zoo and Detroit Institute of the Arts 
 In 2008 and in late 2012, voters in Michigan’s Macomb and Oakland 
Counties and Wayne County, which houses the city of Detroit, approved property 
tax millages
119
 for two of Detroit’s biggest institutions: the Detroit Zoo and the 
Detroit Institute of Arts, respectively. These property taxes represent the most 
recent case studies that will be analyzed for this paper. The property tax mills 
have a long and rocky history prior to their approval. Before these mills were 
approved, the Detroit arts community tried twice to institute a dedicated tax that 
would support seventeen of the largest arts institutions through a tax enacted in 
Wayne and Oakland counties. These attempts and the subsequent successful 
property taxes show that, in many ways, this case study represents the hardest 
fought successful institutions of dedicated tax funding mechanisms.  
 The origins of Detroit’s desire for a dedicated tax to support arts 
institutions began in 1989 when Michigan Governor John Engler eliminated much 
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of the funding for arts and culture institutions across the state in response to a 
sluggish state economy. Large cuts of $30 million applied specifically to Detroit 
institutions like the Institute of Arts, of which state funding previously accounted 
for nearly half of its revenue.
120
 Following these drastic cutbacks, the Michigan 
legislature passed the Metropolitan Councils Act of 1989 which allowed for local 
governments to enact a council that could levy a property tax to support arts and 
cultural institutions.
121
 The legislation works in much the same way that the Salt 
Lake County ZAP legislation works: the act makes the establishment of a council 
legal in a certain area, then counties wishing to establish the council must put the 
tax on a referendum that is approved by the majority of qualified voters.
122
 
Originally applicable to the Grand Rapids area, The Metropolitan Councils Act of 
1989 was further amended in 1998 to allow for such a council to be created in the 
Detroit area. In section 124.695 of the legislation, two or more counties in 
conjunction with a city may enact such a council and levy the property tax for the 
purposes of supporting arts and culture organizations.
123
 Unlike the Salt Lake City 
local option tax, the Metropolitan Councils Act only allows for a property tax to 
support the arts if voters in all counties enacting the council approve the measure 
by the majority specified in each county. Voters in Wayne County, for example, 
must pass any tax increase by sixty percent or more of eligible voters, whereas in 
Oakland County, a tax can be passed with only fifty percent of eligible voters.
124
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This unique part of the legislature makes it more difficult for such a tax to be 
enacted in Michigan than in other states and is indeed one of the factors that has 
contributed to the difficulty in achieving success in past authorization attempts.  
 After the legislation was amended in 1998, arts supporters in Detroit 
began pushing for the establishment of a metropolitan arts council made up of 
Oakland and Wayne Counties, including the city of Detroit. Macomb County, 
which was the third county to sign on to the Detroit Zoo and Institute of the Arts 
millages opted out of the  previous council attempts because the county legislators 
are notoriously anti-tax and because the population in that county is so much 
smaller than those in Oakland and Wayne.
125
 The first attempt at an increased 
property tax millage was for a one-half mill (.5) increase (the maximum amount 
allowed by the Metropolitan Councils Act) that would be split between seventeen 
of the largest institutions in the two counties, nine of which reside in the city of 
Detroit; and the municipalities, which could use the money to support local arts 
initiatives.
126
 During this attempt, the council was supported by the largest 
corporations in Detroit, including all three major automotive makers (Daimler 
Chrysler, Ford, and General Motors) as well as other large area businesses and 
even the labor unions.
127
 Proponents of the tax not only had the verbal support of 
the area’s largest corporations and business leaders, but also had their 
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pocketbooks. Supporters organized a campaign costing $2.5 million, most of 
which was paid by the major businesses.
128
  
Despite the requisite financial support (which is critical in any dedicated 
tax attempt), it is clear that proponents of the tax faced staunch criticisms. First, 
legislators in Oakland County were not supportive of the tax. Since the 
amendment of the Metropolitan Councils Act, which successfully allowed for the 
Detroit area to create a council to levy a tax, Oakland County politicians had been 
very vocal in their disapproval for the measure saying that any tax would 
disproportionately affect their citizens.
129
 County Commissioner John Garfield 
agreed saying that his constituents threatened to make him ex-Commissioner if he 
voted in favor of the tax.
130
 Part of the reason for this is that property values in 
Oakland County are much higher than those in Macomb or Wayne. Data as of 
2009 shows that average home property values in Oakland County are $186,800 
compared to Macomb County’s average of $140,600 and Wayne County’s 
average of $98,900.
131
 Thus, Oakland County voters would pay more, on average, 
than other citizens would. This is particularly unpopular because most of the 
major institutions are in Detroit, which resides in Wayne County. Proponents of 
the tax argued that the major institutions serve the region, and not just the 
residents of Detroit or Wayne, and thus require regional public support.  
                                                          
128 French, “Arts tax fights.”   
129 Louis Knott Ahern, “GOP commissioners mellow on arts tax,” Detroit News, July 13, 2000.  
130 Mark Puls, “Cultural tax faces tough sell in suburbs; Some voters balk at regional approach to funding 
arts, too,” Detroit News, August 7, 2000.   
131 Tax Foundation, “Property taxes on Owner-Occupied Housing, by County 2005-2009, Ranked by Taxes 
as Percentage of Home Value (One year averages),” http://taxfoundation.org/article/property-taxes-owner-
occupied-housing-county-2005-2009-ranked-taxes-percentage-home-value-one-year (accessed online: March 
23, 2013).  
56 
 
Other critics of the tax argued that the reasoning for supporting the public 
funding for the arts is flawed in various ways. One opinion writer noted that the 
notion that the arts helps kids and is a necessary part of their education means that 
schools, not citizens, should be subsidizing the arts.
132
 According to campaign 
leaders, the proposition to raise taxes for the arts, Proposition A, also suffered 
from an identity crisis because it was on the same ballot as Proposal 1, which was 
an unpopular statewide proposal on school vouchers. The Detroit News reported 
that voters experienced some confusion over the two and that this confusion led 
some voters to say that they would not be supportive of Proposition A thinking 
that if they were they would be voting for Proposal 1.
133
 It is not clear whether the 
creation of Proposal 1 was a deliberate attempt to undermine Proposition A; it 
seems to be a tragic case of mistaken identities. While Proposition A was defeated 
in both Wayne and Oakland Counties, voters in Detroit did approve another ballot 
measure on the sale of bonds that would add 1.18 mils to the property tax and 
fund capital improvements in the city. Voters approved all proposals including 
Proposal R, which would give $56 million to parks and recreation and the Detroit 
Zoo and Proposal I which gave $25 million to the Detroit Institute of the Arts.
134
 
Governments, in general, seem to be more willing to support arts and 
culture organizations regarding capital improvements, but have been less willing 
to commit on-going general operating support. Perhaps this is because the 
argument for support of capital improvements can be more directly tied to 
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economic benefits and job creation through construction and related development. 
General operating support, on the other hand, is tied less often to economic 
development and the need for it is continually increasing as the costs of running 
arts and culture organizations increases with inflation. So while the Proposition A 
failed, some Detroit institutions were able to secure increased public funding that 
year. 
Two years later, in 2002, a similar campaign was mounted for the exact 
same tax and funding mechanism: a half-mill property tax increase to support the 
same seventeen arts and culture institutions. Once again in this second attempt, 
the same issues kept surfacing. Oakland County legislators were not supportive of 
the tax for the same reasons as before and once again Macomb County opted out 
of the council.
135
 In the second authorization attempt supporters employed another 
marketing tactic by calling the tax Proposal K, which stood for arts, parks, and 
kids.
136
 
Critics of the tax also mounted similar opposition articles in area 
newspapers. One article in The Detroit News noted that the campaign for the tax 
incorrectly advocated that the tax would only cost someone twenty-five dollars 
per year, when the reality is that the measure would cost one dollar for every one-
thousand in taxable property.
137
 Thus, a person could get away with paying 
twenty-five dollars if his or her home’s taxable value were only $50,000, well 
below the average value for most Oakland homeowners and voters. Another 
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criticism of the tax is that the funds would be allocated to the seventeen 
institutions without taking into account their expenses.
138
 Hence, the 
organizations could potentially be given funds while not managing expenses for 
programs accordingly, and thus the additional funding would inadvertently reward 
inefficiency. In the end, Proposal K was again defeated by Oakland and Wayne 
County voters. 
After the defeat of Proposal K, newspaper articles followed the Detroit 
area’s arts and cultural institutions as they continued to face a worsening 
environment. The Detroit Institute of the Arts cut fifty-five jobs, or thirteen 
percent of its workforce and the Detroit Zoo closed its doors some days each 
week when state funding dried up.
139
 In 2004, there was a small and unpopular 
movement to add an “entertainment” tax onto sports events and concert tickets 
which would fund arts and culture institutions.
140
 That concept was quickly 
squashed.  
Then, in 2007, there came another movement for a dedicated property tax 
to fund arts and culture institutions, but this proposal was different from previous 
attempts. This proposal added a .1 mill onto Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne 
County residents’ property taxes for which the benefits would only support one 
institution: the Detroit Zoo.
141
 To create the dedicated tax, the Michigan 
Legislature had to again amend the existing laws to allow for the creation of an 
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entity whose sole purpose was to support the Zoo.
142
 Once a law, it was placed on 
the ballot in 2008 for voters’ consent. Interestingly enough, Oakland County 
politicians were supportive of the initiative from the beginning
143—a far cry from 
their previous opposition of past dedicated tax attempts.  
So what made this attempt more successful than past attempts? First, it is 
possible that this proposal was easier for legislators in all three counties to support 
because the tax was a smaller millage than in previous attempts. A .1 mill tax 
would only cost someone twenty dollars per year on a home with a $200,000 
taxable value. This tax was, perhaps, a lot easier for voters to envision approving 
because the costs would be much less than they would have had to pay if the 
previous attempts were approved. Second, the tax revenues would benefit only 
one organization, as opposed to seventeen organizations. It also happens that the 
organization in question, the Detroit Zoo, can say that the majority of its visitors 
(approximately eighty-five percent) come from the surrounding counties.
144
 In the 
case of the Detroit Zoo, the need for funding had finally reached the point of a 
crisis. The year before the proposal passed, the city turned over operations of the 
Zoo (though it still owns the institution) to a non-profit organization called the 
Detroit Zoological Society; effectively releasing the city of its fiduciary 
responsibility and leaving the Detroit Zoological Society with a deficit of nearly 
$8 million.
145
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In addition to the Detroit Zoo, voters in Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne 
Counties agreed that another institution in the Detroit metro area was worthy of 
public funding from a dedicated tax: the Detroit Institute of Arts. Like the Zoo, 
supporters of the Institute’s millage first had to seek approval of the taxing entity 
by the Michigan Legislation.
146
 After being approved in 2010, the Institute 
campaigned for a ten-year .2 mil property tax much the same way that the Zoo 
did; focusing on the emotional connection area residents might have with the 
Institute and promoting the added benefit of free general admission to residents of 
the three counties upon tax approval.
147
 In the case of the Institute, another 
interesting argument arose: the museum’s administration claimed that they would 
not seek renewal of the tax after the ten year period was finished.
148
 The point of 
the funding, they argued, was that the tax revenues would support the museum’s 
endowment and that by growing the endowment, they would not have to rely so 
much on public funding in the future. This is interesting because it is a case unlike 
any other in this paper. In this instance an organization has advocated for a 
temporary dedicated tax with the explicit intention that they will not seek renewal 
of the tax. While the fact that the tax is temporary might have been an important 
reason why the public supported the initiative, the Detroit Institute of Arts has 
said that it believes the ten year tax will provide sufficient funds to grow its 
endowment and sustain the organization in the long-term. It is almost worrisome 
to think of what might happen to the Institute in the wake of another recession, or 
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even in the advent of more regional issues, like another collapse of the automotive 
industry. In the event of financial troubles, the Institute is essentially barring itself 
from ever campaigning for another dedicated tax for public funding. These issues 
are put into even sharper relief as Detroit has recently announced its bankruptcy 
and some area law-makers are arguing that the works of art in the Institute are 
fair-game for balancing the city’s crippling budget.  
The dedicated tax revenues have helped the Detroit Zoo and the Institute 
of Arts immensely. Similar to the St. Louis property tax, the tax revenues for the 
Detroit Zoo and the Institute of Arts are some of the largest sums that 
organizations in the nation have received from dedicated tax revenues. In the first 
year of the tax’s existence, the Detroit Zoo received $4.5 million in transitional 
support from the state and nearly $6.5 million in county funding; which, in turn, 
doubled the organization’s budget.149 As in other cases, however, the Detroit Zoo 
and Institute of the Arts have not been without their dedicated tax troubles. 
Decreasing property values across the nation have affected southeastern Michigan 
and also diminished the amount of money the taxes were expected to raise. 
Fortunately, this has not had a negative effect on the Zoo’s operations. Thus far, it 
has only meant that capital projects could not begin as planned.
150
 When the 
Detroit Institute of the Arts first began seeking the tax millage, supporters of the 
Zoo lobbied to have the property tax millage increased from .1 to .2 mills. They 
were turned down. Though Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne county voters have 
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pledged their support for these institutions, it is still clear that their support only 
extends so far. The Detroit Institute of the Arts has already faced its own 
particular issues since the tax was passed last year. There are lawsuits against the 
museum, which is making county residents pay for special exhibitions.
151
 While 
the agreement with the counties stipulates that residents of Macomb, Oakland, 
and Wayne are granted free admission to the museum, that agreement, however, 
has never extended to special exhibitions, which has some residents angry about 
the tax support.  
Of all of the cases presented in this paper, the Detroit property taxes to 
support the Zoo and Institute of Arts are probably the most hard-fought and won. 
These cases show just how difficult it is to get legislation for a dedicated tax to 
support the arts as well as public approval. They also show just how much 
additional public funding is needed to sustain organizations with increasing fixed 
costs in an environment of increasing inflation. For non-profits today, the value of 
the dollar has become an issue as public funding has decreased and yet general 
operations, care of collections, cost of productions, and funding depreciation, 
among other things, continues to increase. Both the Detroit Zoo and the Institute 
of Arts were facing incredible budget constraints from a variety of causes 
including large drops in state and city funding, eroding earned income revenues, 
and skyrocketing expenses. They are also two of the largest organizations serving 
the public in southeast Michigan and could have been harmful to the region’s self-
respect and ability to attract businesses and residents if they had been forced to 
close or faced truly dire financial straits. Luckily the voters in Macomb, Oakland, 
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and Wayne Counties care enough about these organizations and recognize their 
importance in the region to not let them go, though the same cannot be said of the 
other fifteen organizations that would have gained from the success of failed 
millage attempts.  
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE ARTS AND FUNDING IN PHILADELPHIA 
 
 
 
 
 In many major cities, there is an office or department of culture, cultural 
affairs, or arts that are granted independent status through the city charter. Indeed, 
by being a part of the city charter, these departments are guaranteed to be open, 
relevant departments working within the city government. New York City, for 
example, establishes the Department of Cultural Affairs as an independent 
department of the city government via its city charter.
152
 The establishment of the 
Department of Cultural Affairs also allows for the appointment of the 
Commissioner of Cultural Affairs and a Deputy of Cultural Affairs that the 
Commissioner may choose at their discretion. The charter also allows for the 
Cultural Affairs Advisory Commission, which is a group of approximately fifteen 
to thirty-one members appointed by the Mayor (the Deputy Mayor, Commissioner 
of Cultural Affairs, and Commissioner of Parks and Recreation are all ex-officio 
members). The Commission is charged with advising the mayor on cultural policy 
and goals for the city, as well as fostering coordination in activities for cultural 
organizations with respect to city, state, and federal agencies, and providing 
applicable research on the sector.
153
 The last line of the portion of the city charter 
establishing the Department of Cultural Affairs is arguably the most important as 
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it gives the Department significant strength in its ability to function as a member 
of the city government: “All city agencies are directed to cooperate with the 
commission, consistent with the law, in order to coordinate and promote cultural 
activities in this city.”154  
Exhibiting a strong commitment to arts and culture as a vital and 
important part of the city’s infrastructure is and has been, unfortunately, almost 
always a precarious matter for Philadelphia. While the City establishes an Art 
Commission through the City Charter, a government arm charged with approving 
the works of public art commissioned by or donated to the city, Philadelphia’s 
Department of Cultural Affairs was opened under the administration of Mayor 
William J. Green, Jr. The subsequent Mayor, Wilson Goode, opened the re-titled 
Office of Arts and Culture via Executive Order on April 11, 1986.
155
 Today, the 
Office of Arts, Culture, and the Creative Economy (OACCE) is still not a part of 
the City Charter, which means that the establishment of the Office is up to the 
Mayor-elect and may be shut down at any point. In 2005, that is just what 
happened when Mayor John Street closed the Office in response to a budget 
crisis. Not having a formal standing in the City Charter also means that the Office, 
if it is open, may find itself with very limited resources. In an interview, the 
Deputy Cultural Officer during the Rendell Administration, Diane Dalto, said that 
she was charged with personally raising funds to support the Office.
156
 The 
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Rendell Administration was very supportive of the Office seeking corporate and 
foundation support for its activities, a practice which continues today.  
Without a permanent position in the City Charter, the Office of Arts and 
Culture also does not have a place to ‘live’ within the government. Under Mayor 
Goode’s term the Office resided in the Office of the City Representative. At other 
times the Office has been a step removed from the Mayor and run under the 
auspices of the Department of Commerce.
157
 Under the current Nutter 
administration, the OACCE finally became a cabinet-level department residing in 
the Mayor’s Office. After Mayor Nutter’s second term is over, there is no 
guarantee where or if the OACCE will exist in the next administration. This 
constantly forces arts advocates in the city, notably the GPCA, to continually 
campaign to keep the Office open.  
Since the OACCE was formally created in 1986, its programs have 
expanded. Since its inception, the Office has almost always had budget issues, 
mostly centered on not having an actual budget. Before the Rendell 
administration, the Office was not charged with many programs, except for one of 
the city’s Percent for Art programs, which was largely fragmented. Prior to the 
Rendell Administration, the Percent for Art program was not enforced with any 
regularity, despite its mandate. Under her tenure, Mayor Rendell’s cultural czar, 
Diane Dalto, increased the programs dramatically including: reinstituting and 
reshaping the Art in City Hall program, which functions exactly as it sounds, and 
creating the Public Art Office, which directly oversaw the City’s Percent for Art 
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program.
158
 Today, in addition to the Public Art Office and Art in City Hall 
Program, the OACCE has expanded to include: City Hall Presents, which 
showcases performing arts talent in a free event series at City Hall; an Art Gallery 
in City Hall, residing within the actual offices of the OACCE; and significant 
cultural policy and research, including a new program called Culture Blocks, 
which provides a database that can aid in marketing and planning by tracking 
cultural density, and a robust study called “Creative Vitality in Philadelphia.”159 
Incidentally, because the Office is not given enough monetary support from 
subsequent administrations, the Office is forced to seek support from the very 
same foundations and corporations that support other arts organizations in the 
city. Unfortunately, this makes it difficult for the Office to serve a larger, more 
developmental role like other city departments of arts and culture.   
In addition to the OACCE, the city also directly funds the arts in a number 
of ways. Before 1991, arts organizations could receive city monies directly via 
Class 500 grants. These grants were essentially a pool of money that Council 
members could use at their discretion. Thus, most of the organizations that 
received city funding did so because they had strong relationships with their 
particular Council member making the grant monies largely political in nature. 
The Class 500 grants were eliminated in the late ‘80s, which effectively took all 
cultural public funding to zero. These grants still exist today, but are given out 
through each Council person’s office and are typically small amounts. Beginning 
in 1991, the City established the Philadelphia Cultural Fund (PCF or the Fund) as 
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a non-profit entity to distribute a Council-approved grant funding for general 
operating support to arts and culture organizations. During the testimony for 
establishing the Fund, one of the key desires advocates had was to decrease the 
previous politicization of the City’s funding process. To ensure this is the case, all 
PCF grants are determined through a competitive peer panel review process, 
which is largely accepted as an appropriate granting mechanism throughout the 
field. The amount the PCF receives from City Council has varied over the years; 
approximately $1.7 million was granted during the 2012-2013 funding cycle.
160
 
The Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance (GPCA) and the arts community at-
large have continually advocated for increased funds for the PCF.  
Historically, the city has also appropriated money from its yearly budget 
to specific arts and culture organizations or projects. For example, the City 
directly funded a portion of the Kimmel Center for the Performing Arts. In fact, 
the concept for the Kimmel Center was based largely on Mayor Ed Rendell’s 
desire for the creation of a world class venue to house some of the city’s most 
prominent performing arts organizations.
161
 The City also directly funds some 
organizations, albeit very few, by granting them line-items in the yearly budget. 
This is the case for the Philadelphia Museum of Art, which is situated on City-
owned property and receives the single largest appropriation for an arts and 
culture organization. The money the City gives to the Museum is designated as 
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general operating support
162
 and equaled $2.3 million in 2013. Because the City 
owns the property on which the building is situated, the funding the Museum 
receives is often used to cover the cost of security as well as heating and air-
conditioning costs. In the proposed 2014 budget the City will fund the following 
arts and culture institutions: The Atwater Kent Museum at $270,674 and the 
Mural Arts Program, which is a hybrid City organization and non-profit 
institution at $1,151,425.
163
 The City also funds entities that are often included in 
“quality-of-life” dedicated taxes in other regions, like the Free Library and Parks 
and Recreation at a rate of $35,103,328 and $51,165,537, respectively.
164
  
Under the Nutter Administration the OACCE began managing the City’s 
Percent for Art program and liaises with the Redevelopment Authority regarding 
their own percent for art program. The difference between the programs is 
simple—the City’s percent for art program applies to capital projects using City 
money and City owned property while the Redevelopment Authority’s program 
applies to all other commercial developers, meaning that the property owners own 
the art. In this regard, Philadelphia is seen as a pioneer in the field. The 
Redevelopment Authority established its percent for art program in 1959 and was 
the first of its kind.
165
 According to Diane Dalto, when she took over the Office, 
the Percent for Art program was largely ignored because it was handled by each 
City department, thus there was little oversight to ensure that the mandate was 
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followed.
166
 In this case, the City indirectly funds the arts by making it a 
requirement that developers reserve one percent of their planning budgets for the 
arts projects.  
 The last way the City supports the arts is through the Mural Arts Program, 
which began as a part of the Philadelphia Anti-Graffiti Network in 1984 under 
Mayor Goode.
167
 According to the Mural Arts Program’s website, Mayor Goode 
approached Jane Golden, a young muralist who had recently returned from 
California, to begin a program turning ex-graffiti writers into responsible citizens 
with useful, negotiable employment skills. The program was a success and in 
1996, Mayor Rendell separated the program from the Philadelphia Anti-Graffiti 
Network and gave it its current title under the Department of Recreation. The 
organization itself is a hybrid between city-associated agency and non-profit 
organization. Each year, a number of murals are planned, but given the amount of 
private funding available, more murals may be completed. Since the beginning of 
the program, more than three thousand eight hundred murals and other public art 
projects have been created in Philadelphia and the program has influenced the 
creation of similar programs across the U.S. and world.   
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A BRIEF NOTE ON THE HISTORY OF ARTS AND CULTURE FUNDING IN 
SUBURBAN PHILADELPHIA
168
 
 
 
 
 
 Overall, the City of Philadelphia has provided more support for arts and 
culture organizations then the governments of the four suburban counties that 
make up the Greater Philadelphia region combined. Some of the neighboring 
counties are more arts “friendly,” while others are not. Bucks County, which sits 
to the north of Philadelphia, has traditionally been more supportive of its arts and 
culture organizations. The county has a local arts council, the Arts and Cultural 
Council of Bucks County, and the county government has historically donated 
funds to arts organizations on an individual basis.
169
 A three percent hotel tax is 
distributed to the Bucks County Convention and Visitor’s Bureau, which uses the 
funds to promote tourism.
170
 Recently, the County has started to take some funds 
from the hotel tax and offer grants to arts and culture organizations planning 
events and projects that drive tourism, like arts festivals.
171
 The County also 
grants some funds in the form of ‘civic grants’ to specific arts institutions like the 
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James A. Michener Museum and the Mercer Museum, but the size of those grants 
has decreased over time.
172
  
 Chester County is directly west of Philadelphia. Chester County is the 
only suburban county that does not share a border with Philadelphia County in 
anyway. Arts leaders in Chester County think that this works in a negative way in 
the case for establishing any sort of regional funding mechanism. Being so far 
removed from the city’s borders, they feel that Chester County citizens do not 
identify with the Greater Philadelphia cultural landscape. Chester County is home 
to some of the wealthiest suburbs in Greater Philadelphia including: many towns 
on the Main Line- Devon, Malvern, Berwyn; as well as West Chester and Kennett 
Square. According to one arts leader in Chester County, the arts are not well 
funded in the county and this has always been the case. The leader also said that 
many of the citizens of Chester County do not believe in donating to arts and 
culture organizations; rather, they think that these organizations should be 
supported privately and should largely be free of associated costs. In a sense, arts 
organizations in Chester County are seen as “community” arts organizations 
rather than as organizations promoting the “high arts.” There are a couple of 
modest exceptions to this rule, like Longwood Gardens, the largest arts and 
culture organization in Chester County. As in Bucks and Montgomery Counties, 
Chester County has a three percent hotel tax which funds the convention and 
visitors bureau, but this money goes directly to tourism marketing, not to arts and 
culture organizations. In some areas of Chester County, “Main Street” style 
programs, which are aimed at revitalizing old towns, have worked on a limited 
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basis. The town of West Chester has instituted a Business Improvement District, 
which assesses a small property tax within a certain area, the revenues of which 
can support arts and culture organizations within the District, as well as other 
programs within the District’s auspices.173 The District, which was implemented 
in 2000 and has been renewed every five years since, has to fight many of the 
same challenges that other dedicated tax districts face during reauthorization bids. 
Unlike Bucks County, Chester County does not have a county-wide arts council. 
There is a small, even more localized council called the Greater Brandywine 
Cultural Alliance, which functions as a branch of the Chester County Community 
Foundation.
174
 The Greater Brandywine Cultural Alliance is only in its beginning 
stages, but according to Chester County arts leaders it marks a strong attempt at 
establishing arts and culture as important components of regional planning.  
Also to the west of Philadelphia lies Delaware County, which is home to 
the towns of Media, Wallingford, Swarthmore, Wawa, and Chester, one of 
Pennsylvania’s poorest municipalities. Delaware County has no formal method 
for funding arts and culture institutions, but organizations can petition the County 
Council for funding on an individual basis. The Community Arts Center in 
Wallingford, for example, was able to secure additional revenues by leasing a cell 
phone tower, of which the County government was very supportive.
175
 Unlike in 
other counties, there is no hotel tax in Delaware County and thus no funding to 
County tourism or arts and culture organizations. Delaware County also does not 
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have a county-wide arts and culture council. There is, however, an arts and culture 
council for the town of Media, which has been influential in revitalizing its 
downtown area. The Media Borough, the local government, supports the Media 
Arts Council, but the Council does not receive County support.
176
   
 To the north and west of Philadelphia lies Montgomery County, which 
houses the towns of Norristown, Lansdale, Ardmore, Conshohocken, and Bryn 
Mawr, among many others. Funding in Montgomery County is the same as in 
other counties: it is mostly done on an ad hoc basis. There is no formal granting 
program for County funds for arts and culture organizations. Rather, organizations 
can pitch their project or institution to the Commission in the hopes that it will be 
granted funds. Aside from this, the County has begun to grant money to arts 
organizations in conjunction with town revitalization efforts.
177
 The Montgomery 
County hotel tax, much like the Bucks County hotel tax, is also redistributed to 
the Convention and Visitors Bureau.
178
 As of 2011, Montgomery County has a 
civic initiative called Creative MontCo, which is designed to, “…shape the 
cultural and economic future of communities throughout Montgomery 
County.”179 Perhaps more than any other county, Montgomery County has the 
most potential for increasing arts and culture support in the future. The strategic 
planning document for Creative MontCo, which runs from 2012 to 2022, even has 
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a future goal of supporting the development of a county-wide quality-of-life tax 
initiative.
180
  
 While the suburban counties have offered arts and culture funding in a 
variety of ways, the City of Philadelphia has been more systematic in its funding. 
The City also has a formal funding mechanism for distributing most of its arts 
funding, which none of the suburban counties have.  
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PAST ATTEMPTS AT A REGIONAL FUNDING MECHANISM IN THE 
GREATER PHILADELPHIA AREA
181
 
 
 
 
 
 The attempts to establish a regional funding mechanism for the arts in the 
Greater Philadelphia area first began in earnest in 1990. None of the attempts in 
the area were specifically focused on establishing a new dedicated tax to support 
the arts. Instead, they either reflected the intent to pass legislation creating a 
regional council-like authority to distribute funding for the arts or were aimed at 
securing a portion of funds from a pre-existing tax, also called earmarking. 
Regardless, much of the discussion within the arts community was focused 
around using tax revenue for a regional funding mechanism. While each attempt 
varied, the one trait that they all share is the move to increase public funding for 
arts and culture organizations in the five-county region in some way.  
 The first formal attempt at establishing increased public funding for arts 
and culture organizations was Senate Bill 268 in the 1991 Pennsylvania 
Legislature General Session. Bill 268 provided for the development of the 
Southeastern Pennsylvania Economic Development Authority, which was an 
entity that could levy an additional liquid fuel tax, sales and use tax, and hotel 
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occupancy tax for the purposes of funding mass transit.
182
 The legislation 
specified that only thirty-three and one-third percent of the tax revenues collected 
must go to mass transit operating or capital expenses. The rest of the revenues 
were to be distributed into four other areas: criminal justice programs, human 
service programs, environmental programs, and cultural institutions. While the 
bill would have allowed cultural institutions in Southeastern Pennsylvania access 
to additional operating funds, the bill also stipulated that no more than two 
percent of revenues were allowed to be re-distributed to these institutions. The bill 
was introduced by Democrats Craig Lewis, Roxanne Jones, and Allyson Schwartz 
and was then referred to the Finance Committee, where it died.  
 During this first attempt, a movement to establish a regional funding 
mechanism began to gain traction through the Center for Greater Philadelphia, a 
research and advocacy program of the University of Pennsylvania, run by 
Professor Theodore Hershberg. Hershberg was one of the most vocal advocates 
for a regional funding mechanism to support arts and culture organizations and 
wrote numerous studies advocating for area regionalism. In “The Case for 
Regional Cooperation” Hershberg advocated that the city and its suburbs were 
inextricably linked for better or worse, and because there is no way to abolish this 
link, it is in the best interest of both the city and the suburban counties to work 
together to create a more effective region, economically, politically, socially, and 
culturally.
183
 During the early 1990s Hershberg applied for a grant through the 
Annenberg Foundation to do a more formal study on the creation of a regional 
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funding mechanism (RFM). It was through this research that the Center for 
Greater Philadelphia and the Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance began to 
work more closely on the concept of establishing an RFM, which they called the 
Southeastern Pennsylvania Scientific and Cultural District (SEPA Scientific and 
Cultural District or the District). Beginning in 1994, the Greater Philadelphia 
Cultural Alliance formerly took charge of advocating for the Southeastern 
Pennsylvania Scientific and Cultural District.  
 During the 1990s, as Professor Hershberg continued to advocate for 
regionalism, the Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance (GPCA) established a 
two-year Cultural Plan, with the ambitious goals of addressing: the fragmented 
nature of city cultural policy, the fiscal instability of non-profit arts institutions, 
the need to reassess the region’s economic impact, and the lack of a method to 
measure the social impact of the arts.
184
 By the end of the first year of the plan, 
lack of funding and resources kept the GPCA from being able to effectively create 
a mechanism for assessing the social impact of the arts. The GPCA issued a 
revised plan in which it addressed the research and funding limitations it was 
facing and asserted that the new goal of the Regional Cultural Plan was to unite 
the region’s arts and culture community so that when the time came, it would be 
easier to motivate the sector into action. The Cultural Plan was re-named the 
Regional Cultural Initiative and a Regional Cultural Initiative Advisory 
Committee was created from amongst city and suburban leaders in the sector.
185
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 Also during this time, Philadelphia itself was experiencing change. In 
1992, a new mayor, Edward Rendell, was elected and immediately put to the task 
of solving the city’s impending budget crisis.186 Luckily for the arts community, 
Mayor Rendell was a mostly willing advocate for the sector. Even though the City 
was in the throes of a budget crisis, Mayor Rendell did not close the Office of 
Arts and Culture. Instead he charged Diane Dalto to be the Deputy Cultural 
Officer (she would later become the Chairwoman for the Pennsylvania Council on 
the Arts during Rendell’s governorship). During his terms, the City Council also 
effectively ‘ended’ the Class 500 grant money that arts organizations could lobby 
to receive from their respective Council members. The grants were replaced with 
the Philadelphia Cultural Fund, a non-profit entity that would distribute the city’s 
funding for arts and culture organizations through a competitive peer-review 
process. At the same time, Mayor Rendell also advocated for increased 
regionalism in the area. In 1995, the Greater Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce, 
Greater Philadelphia First, and Center for Greater Philadelphia of the University 
of Pennsylvania organized the first Call to Action conference on regionalism.
187
 
Arts and culture was one of nine sectors invited to participate in the conference 
and their main goal was to organize action around the Regional Cultural Initiative, 
specifically the concept of creating the SEPA Scientific and Cultural District.  
 Prof. Hershberg continued to work on identifying political ties to support 
legislation creating the SEPA Scientific and Cultural District. To the dismay of 
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the arts and culture sector, Mayor Rendell suddenly and abruptly dropped support 
for the legislation establishing the District because of a disagreement over the use 
of a tax as a funding method for the District.
188
 Somewhere along the line of 
advocating for legislation establishing the SEPA Scientific and Cultural District, 
Prof. Hershberg used an example of a dedicated tax to support the funding of the 
District—something that Mayor Rendell was unwilling to support publicly. In his 
response, Prof. Hershberg is quick to state that the funding for the SEPA 
Scientific and Cultural District is not included in the draft of legislation, rather the 
legislation is simply granting the legal right for the District to exist.
189
 The 
legislation was written this way because many believed it was best to approach 
funding the District after the District legislation passed.  
 Mayor Rendell never recanted his new position disapproving of the SEPA 
Scientific and Cultural District. The lack of Rendell’s support for the legislation, 
however, was not enough to keep it from being formally presented to the 
Pennsylvania legislature during the 1994 session, though it may have ultimately 
contributed to the bill’s demise. Senate Bill 1690 allowed for the creation of 
Southeastern Pennsylvania Scientific and Cultural Asset District by, “…one or 
more of the five eligible counties.”190 The funding for the district was not 
specified in the bill. Though the bill was referred to Intergovernmental Affairs, 
where it died during the session, the language from the bill would influence two 
more attempts at establishing the newly re-worded SEPA Scientific and Cultural 
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Asset District. During the 1995-1996 General Session Senate Bill 1556 was 
introduced with almost identical language. The exception to this is that the 
legislation now required that two or more counties, one of which must be from the 
first class,
191
 to agree to join the Southeastern Pennsylvania Scientific and 
Cultural Asset District.
192
 The bill also specified that funds for the Asset District 
would come from the participating counties, presumably out of their general 
operating budgets. The bill was referred to the Intergovernmental Affairs 
Committee, where it remained. A Committee hearing to discuss the bill was 
cancelled and the bill died at the end of the General Session.
193
  
 Notwithstanding this latest defeat, the bill was reintroduced for a third 
time in the 1997-1998 legislative session. Re-introduced as Senate Bill 977, the 
legislation is essentially a re-write of bill 1556, with one major exception: no 
funding mechanism is specified.
194
 Despite the textual changes, this bill also did 
not move forward and died in the Appropriations Committee. An article in the 
Philadelphia Business Journal cited that although the new bill was “purposefully 
vague,” people associated with the legislation said that it was assumed that a 
dedicated tax would follow should the bill be passed.
195
 Senate Bill 977 also 
exemplifies the constant issue of cross-sector arguments over which organizations 
would be eligible for funding. In this case, the bill language for 977 was changed 
to ensure that science and technology institutions would not be left out of funding 
eligibility. 
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 After Senate Bill 977 failed to pass, talks on the Regional Cultural 
Initiative continued, though no new legislation would be proposed for six years. 
In 1998, the GPCA received a two-year grant from the Pew Charitable Trusts to 
establish another regional cultural plan with a focus on, “…providing a 
framework from which to prioritize future cultural marketing and advocacy 
initiatives; develop new initiatives that will foster collaboration among the five 
counties in Southeastern Pennsylvania, both among cultural organizations and 
between culture and other sectors; assess the health of the region’s cultural 
infrastructure and recommend strategies for sector development; and identify new 
strategies and resources to support the growth and sustenance of the region’s 
cultural sector.”196This new Cultural Plan was representative of the GPCA’s 
belief that the region still needed to unite as a sector, before a regional funding 
mechanism could be considered. None of the desired outcomes in the Cultural 
Plan specifically stated the intention to establish a regional funding mechanism. In 
fact, the closest desired outcome was one stating that the GPCA wanted to 
develop a policy framework around which advocacy for the region’s cultural 
institutions could be based and which would make the environment easier for 
them to operate in and survive.
197
 A situational analysis by the consultants Wolf, 
Keens, and Co. found that many leaders in the region still could not separate the 
new Cultural Plan from the concept of establishing a regional funding mechanism 
for the arts.
198
 In fact, it appeared that many of the region’s arts leaders were 
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unsure as to what the Cultural Plan was trying to accomplish; some of the leaders 
thought that the sole focus should be on attaining a regional funding mechanism, 
while others thought that the concept of a regional funding mechanism should be 
abandoned altogether.
199
  
 The first few years in the new millennium showed little promising activity 
for a regional funding mechanism. During this time, the GPCA continued to try to 
unite and raise the profile of the region’s arts sector through various programs, 
like the Phillyfunguide, which is a website administered by the GPCA and 
designed to be the premier website aggregating the region’s cultural and 
entertainment events; by continuing to build its organizational membership base 
in the suburbs; and by conducting research on the sector, the latter of which has 
become, arguably, the most important role the GPCA has undertaken since the 
first attempts at a regional funding mechanism began in 1990. In the GPCA’s 
strategic plan from 2002-2005, they opted not to pursue a regional funding 
mechanism and set that as a long-range goal rather than a short-term objective.
200
  
At the same time, on the world stage, terrorism; the recession following 
the September 11, 2001; and the costly wars in Afghanistan and Iraq changed the 
face of the nation’s economy and politics. Philadelphia also underwent a mayoral 
change as John F. Street, the former President of the City Council, became the 
new Mayor. Mayor Street, though an advocate for the arts, threw the cultural 
sector into a tailspin when he announced that he would close the Office of Arts 
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and Culture and decrease funding to the Philadelphia Cultural Fund.
201
 The sector 
rallied through grassroots advocacy and managed to keep the PCF from losing its 
funding, but was not able to keep the Office of Arts and Culture from closing, 
despite the fact that Mayor Street hired a Chief Cultural Officer. The Mayor 
continued to advocate for the arts and culture sector, which implies that he really 
only closed the Office of Arts and Culture and threatened to cut the PCF budget 
because he felt political pressure to do so. After closing the Office of Arts and 
Culture, he became an even louder advocate for the sector, even arguing for the 
creation of a regional or state-wide mechanism for funding.
202
 
In conjunction with the renewed advocacy for the sector, several more 
legislative bills were attempted. In the short time span from 2003 to 2005, three 
separate bills were proposed in the Pennsylvania Legislature that would have 
supported a variety of positive outcomes for arts and culture organizations. The 
first bill, Senate Bill 1231 in the 2003-2004 General Session, was not as heavily 
advocated amongst the arts and culture community and GPCA. It is possible that 
this is due to the fact that the GPCA and area arts leaders were busy responding to 
the impending budget crisis regarding the Philadelphia Cultural Fund and the 
closure of the Office of Arts and Culture. Senate Bill 1231 was proposed by a 
number of pro-arts politicians and was a simple bill representing a transfer of $1 
million annually from the State’s revenues from liquor sales to the Pennsylvania 
Council on the Arts.
203
 The bill also allowed for the annual transfer of $5 million 
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per year to the Department of Community and Economic Development for the 
purposes of advertising.
204
 The bill was referred to the Law and Justice 
Committee where it died. Senate Bill 1231 represents the first bill in the 
Pennsylvania legislature that specified a pre-established amount of funds that 
would be distributed to arts and culture organizations. It also represents the 
smallest funding amount that arts and culture organizations would have stood to 
gain from any of the legislative attempts. Though the passing of Bill 1231 would 
have represented a win for the state’s arts and culture organizations, the amount of 
money that organizations in the Greater Philadelphia area would have been 
eligible to receive would have gone almost unnoticed.  
 The next legislative attempt was a House Bill during the 2005-2006 
General Session which would not have established a regional funding district, and 
would not have allocated any funds to arts and culture organizations. House Bill 
2119 instead attempted to establish an official policy on the creation of “cultural 
districts” anywhere in the state. With its passing, the Cultural District 
Development Program would have become an official state policy enabling areas 
throughout Pennsylvania to achieve certain tax benefits, both residential and 
business, for a five year period after organizing as a cultural district.
205
 The bill 
was referred to Urban Affairs, where it died, just like every other arts bill before 
it. House Bill 2119 is unlike any of the other attempts because the aim was to 
establish arts and culture friendly districts, rather than directly support the 
institutions themselves. The bill represents one of the ways in which governments 
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can indirectly fund the arts and culture, in this case by establishing arts- friendly 
tax credits for local businesses and residents. Presumably, these credits would 
have a “trickle-down” effect on arts and culture organizations within the district 
by making it more likely that they would enjoy additional support from district 
residents and businesses; ultimately creating a more mutually beneficial 
partnership. The legislation allowing for the creation of cultural district will make 
a resurgence in the upcoming 2013-2014 Legislative Session.
206
   
 The last official legislative attempts to establish a regional funding 
mechanism for the Greater Philadelphia area occurred again during the 2005-2006 
General Session. During that session, two Senate Bills were proposed that called 
for the release of funds from the liquor code to the Department of Community and 
Economic Development (DCED) and the Pennsylvania Council on the Arts 
(PCA). The first bill, Senate Bill 597, specifically called for $5 million to be 
distributed to the DCED for marketing and tourism purposes as well as a lump 
sum of $1 million to the PCA. The bill was referred to Law and Justice, where it 
was amended to increase the PCA funds from $1 million to $15 million. The 
funds from the liquor code would come directly from the State Stores Fund.  
During the same session, another Senate Bill, number 687, was introduced 
that would transfer similar tax revenues, but in percentage form making the actual 
amount received more valuable. In this case, forty percent would be transferred to 
the DCED and sixty percent would be transferred to the PCA.
207
 The bill also 
specified how the funds should be distributed through the PCA’s grant process the 
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“Pennsylvania Partners in the Arts” stating that sixteen percent of the funding 
would go to cities of the first class, namely Philadelphia.
208
 It was expected that 
revenue would be approximately $18 million per year for the PCA, of which $3 
million would go to Greater Philadelphia arts and culture institutions.
209
 GPCA 
was the participating member for the PCA’s Partners in the Arts grants, thus all 
funds for the region would be distributed through them.  
Instead of funding the PCA and DCED through the State Stores Fund, Bill 
687 established that the revenues would come from the emergency state tax on 
liquors. The emergency state tax on liquors was created to aid in the recovery and 
re-building of Johnstown, PA after a devastating flood in 1936. Once Johnstown 
was rebuilt, the tax, which sits at eighteen percent, has since become part of the 
state’s general operating budget.210 Thus, the tax no longer supports re-building 
efforts; rather it is deposited directly into the State Treasury benefitting the 
General Fund. In this particular bill, the revenue for the PCA and DCED would 
not come from all of the funds generated by the emergency tax; instead, it would 
come from the portions of that tax that would be earned from some of the state-
owned liquor stores opening for business on Sundays.
211
 Though the legislation 
never passed, the DCED did win some earmarked funds, which were distributed 
across the state. In Philadelphia, several organizations received money from the 
DCED to support capital projects. Typically, arts organizations with better 
legislative relationships, and the ability to hire lobbyists, have been able to secure 
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unofficial earmarks, like the funds from the DCED. The arts and culture sector 
has increased its use of lobbying firms over the past couple of decades; there is no 
doubt certain organizations in the sector understand the importance of hiring a 
lobbyist to protect what little public funding may remain at the state and local 
levels.  
Senate Bills 597 and 687 represent some of the better organized and more 
widely promoted attempts at establishing increased public funding for the arts in 
Greater Philadelphia. Working with Senator Conti, who proposed the legislation, 
the Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance developed initiatives for supporting the 
legislation through both its Board of Directors and through meetings with local 
arts leaders. The GPCA also partnered with the Greater Philadelphia Tourism and 
Marketing Corporation (GPTMC), which would also stand to gain revenues from 
the legislation. Working together, the GPCA and GPTMC tried to promote a 
regionally unified area. During a “Legislative Weekend” in which legislators from 
Harrisburg visited Philadelphia, the GPCA and GPTMC co-wrote a joint arts, 
culture, and tourism note card welcoming the legislators to the area, thanking 
them for their continued support, and reinforcing the area’s need for the liquor 
revenues.
212
  
At this time, the sector also had the support of local philanthropists, 
though not necessarily in conjunction with Senate Bill 687. In a memo from 
philanthropist H.F. Lenfest, he describes a lunch he had with Gov. Rendell and 
his willingness to hear a proposal for a voluntary one dollar surcharge on all 
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bottles of liquor that would support arts and culture.
213
 While these talks only ever 
remained preliminary and nothing concrete ever manifested, the voluntary 
surcharge would have worked in the same way that many organizations ask 
customers today to “Add a $1 to their bill” to support a particular cause, like the 
American Breast Cancer Society. Ultimately, Senate Bill 687 was not successful. 
With the bid for support from arts, culture, and tourism, other interest groups 
began to lobby for the same revenues, making the competition fierce. 
Additionally, issues within the arts and culture sector, like fighting over how the 
money would be distributed, kept the bid from being successful.  
Since Senate Bill 687’s demise, the GPCA has undertaken several other 
initiatives to continue to support the concept of a regional funding mechanism. In 
conjunction with the 2005 legislative attempt, the GPCA began a two-year 
regional funding initiative with a key staff member devoted to managing the 
GPCA’s cultural policy initiatives. The plan, beginning in 2004, was broken into 
two years: Year One was dedicated to research and development, while Year Two 
was dedicated to implementing the effort.
214
The implementation effort was 
largely based on an analysis at the end of Year One to determine if the identified 
effort would be feasible. Since this happened to coincide with Senate Bill 687, it 
paved the way for the implementation efforts, but was ultimately unsuccessful. 
Following Senate Bill 687, arts leaders in the area were convened for the Regional 
Cultural Compact, a new initiative that had a specified goal of bringing at least 
$60 million to area arts and culture organizations. The Cultural Compact resulted 
                                                          
213 Memoranda from H.F. (Gerry) Lenfest, December 27, 2004.   
214 Julie Goodman Hawkins, Memoranda on Regional Funding Mechanism (RFM)- Research and 
Development, June 21, 2004.  
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in the establishment of the Regional Funding Mechanism Task Force led by the 
late Happy Fernandez and a separate Regional Funding Mechanism Suburban 
Task Force led by Judy Herman, then Executive Director of the Main Line Arts 
Center. The Regional Cultural Compact, unlike in other GPCA Strategic Plans or 
Initiatives, established a specific goal for regional funding as well as the 
distribution mechanism that they thought would be most appropriate for the 
region. This varies from previous attempts in two ways: first, it represents the 
largest targeted funding amount attempted to date, and second, it was the most 
specific regional funding mechanism goal to date.  
The City and Suburban Regional Funding Task Forces associated with the 
Regional Cultural Compact almost always met separately. Eventually, it became 
clear that a $60 million regional funding mechanism was impossible to achieve 
given the current conditions. It also became clear that the two task groups were 
faced with separate challenges for achieving a regional funding mechanism. In 
July 2007, they came together for a joint meeting, whereupon they decided to 
pursue different goals. In the City, the goal became to focus on increasing the 
Philadelphia Cultural Fund grant money to $6 million, while in the suburbs the 
members of the task force changed the goals to focus on establishing County Arts 
Councils and connecting with Commissioners on arts issues.
215
 It also became 
apparent at this meeting that the city and suburbs were conflicted on the concept 
of establishing a regional funding mechanism and that the suburban arts leaders 
were not convinced that the city organizations were totally committed to 
regionalism.  
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In December 2007, the GPCA hired David Thornburgh, the former 
Executive Director of the Economy League of Greater Philadelphia, to create a 
civic campaign for a regional funding mechanism. Together with Rick Stafford, 
the former CEO of the Allegheny Conference on Community Development, 
David Thornburgh created a document outlining the best possible structure for a 
regional funding mechanism. They noted that without a strong popular campaign 
to support the mechanism, such a fund will never exist in the Greater Philadelphia 
area. Their document also outlines several other case studies that the area can 
learn from as well as identifies the challenges that have been encountered thus far. 
The document outlines two steps for the campaign. The first phase, “Laying the 
Foundation,” which involved passing legislation that would legally allow for the 
development of an authority that could tax and grant funds to the region’s arts and 
culture organizations. The second phase of the plan, called “Building the Fund,” 
dealt directly with the funding of the granting authority. Part of this funding, they 
said, would ideally come from seed money from the state legislature; after which 
the rest of the funding would come from a local tax. They did not specify what 
type of tax should be used, though they note that in the majority of cases a sales 
tax is often used because it is the most stable and deemed more progressive. The 
civic campaign outlined in the Thornburgh-Stafford document was never 
achieved. If the GPCA began the steps in Phase One, it is not documented in the 
available research.  
Since the Thornburgh-Stafford document, neither the GPCA nor the sector 
itself, have been involved in more legislative attempts for a regional funding 
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mechanism. It is not immediately clear in the available research on past legislative 
attempts, why any particular bill died in Committee. For some pieces of 
legislation, timing appears to be the only reason why it was not successfully 
passed. In other cases, it is possible that despite having sponsors, once the bills 
made it to Committee, they may have found themselves without adequate support 
to move forward. It is also possible that once the bills made it to Committee, they 
were overwhelmed by other legislation deemed more critical to the General 
Session at the time. Ultimately, there is no express indication that the past bills 
were unfavorable to politicians, but the often extensive amount of time it takes for 
a bill to pass the State legislature must be considered in future funding attempts.  
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GENERAL TAXATION IN PHILADELPHIA COUNTY 
 
 
 
 
 This section will provide a general overview of Philadelphia taxes, paying 
specific attention to the styles of taxes most commonly used to support arts and 
culture organizations, including: property, sales, and hotel taxes. As with any 
major city, the tax rates in Philadelphia County are high. A comparison study 
done by the government of the District of Columbia on the tax burdens for the 
largest city in each of the fifty states as compared to the District found that for a 
family of three, Philadelphia had the second-highest tax burden among the 
combined income levels they tested.
216
  
 Residents of Philadelphia pay four individual taxes: real estate tax, realty 
transfer tax, earnings tax, and school income tax.
217
 Property taxes are imposed by 
both the city and School District of Philadelphia. The rate the City assesses 
currently stands at 4.123% and the rate for the School District is 5.309% for a 
combined total of 9.432%.
218
 While City Council sets the property tax rates, the 
Office of Property Assessment determines the value of properties across the 
                                                          
216 Government of the District of Columbia, Tax Rates and Tax Burdens in the District of Columbia- A 
Nationwide Comparison 2011, (Washington, D.C.: Government of the District of Columbia, 2012), 13.  
217 City of Philadelphia Department of Revenue, “Tax Types,”  
http://www.phila.gov/Revenue/individuals/taxes/Pages/ default.aspx (accessed: April 21, 2013).  
218 City of Philadelphia Department of Revenue, “Real Estate Tax,” 
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city.
219
 Recently, the city began the Actual Value Initiative to reassess property 
values. The City believes that, in the past, property tax values were unfairly 
assessed. Two neighbors living in homes similar in both size and condition were 
often assessed at different values and paid different amounts in property taxes.
220
 
In reassessing the property values, the Office of Property Assessment considers 
the property’s use (whether it is a home or business), location, condition, and 
age.
221
 The Actual Value Initiative has provoked concern for many residents, 
especially if they own homes in areas that have gentrified and exhibit increasing 
property values like Graduate Hospital, Bella Vista, and Fishtown. In this case, 
the Actual Value Initiative works against the long-time residents of once poor and 
crime-ridden neighborhoods that have experienced gentrification in recent years. 
For some residents, like those on fixed incomes, the increase in property values 
may be so steep that they can no longer afford their homes and are forced to 
move. This is coupled with the tax abatements the City has offered to new 
developers, further driving up the property values in any given area. Mayor Nutter 
has responded to this by stating that he expects to lower the real estate tax rate in 
conjunction with the Actual Value Initiative findings.
222
  
 The City also imposes a Realty Transfer Tax that applies to the sale or 
transfer of property in the city. The tax is levied at a rate of three percent for the 
                                                          
219 City of Philadelphia Office of Property Assessment, “Main Page,” 
http://www.phila.gov/opa/Pages/default.aspx (accessed: April 21, 2013).  
220 Office of Property Assessment, The Actual Value Initiative: What it Means for You and All Philadelphia 
Property Owners (Philadelphia, PA: City of Philadelphia, 2013).  
221 Ibid.  
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city and one percent for the commonwealth, for a total of four percent.
223
 The tax 
is levied on the sale price of the property, as well as any associated debt; but in 
the event that there is no sale price the tax is levied on the property’s assessment 
through the Actual Value Initiative.
224
The tax is only assessed on sold and 
transferred properties and does not apply to most transfers of property within 
families.
225
 The amount of tax revenue that the city receives from transfers varies 
depending on the strength of the housing market. In 2008, when the housing 
market slowed with the recession, the amount of money the city earned through 
the real estate tax transfer dropped from $217,329,000 in 2007
226
 to $184,048,000 
in fiscal year 2008
227
; and $115,133,000 in fiscal year 2009
228
- less than half of 
the revenues collected two years previously. The recent imposition of the Actual 
Value Initiative and variability in the housing market make it unlikely that any 
sort of real estate tax could be successfully implemented to support arts and 
culture in Greater Philadelphia.  
 The government also imposes an earnings tax on all wages earned in the 
city, including the wages of non-Philadelphia residents. The earnings tax is 
3.928% for city residents and 3.4985% for non-residents.
229
 The earnings tax rates 
are the same as the city wage tax rates, which an employer may withhold from an 
employee’s pay. The Wage/Earnings Tax is the most commonly cited taxation 
                                                          
223 City of Philadelphia Department of Revenue, “Realty Transfer Tax,” 
http://www.phila.gov/Revenue/individuals/taxes/ Pages/RealtyTransferTax.aspx (accessed: April 21, 2013).  
224 Ibid.  
225 Ibid.  
226 Michael A. Nutter, The Mayor’s Operating Budget Summary for Fiscal Year 2009 (Philadelphia, PA: City 
of Philadelphia, 2008).  
227 Michael A. Nutter, Fiscal 2010 Operating Budget (Philadelphia, PA: City of Philadelphia, 2009).   
228 Michael A. Nutter, The Mayor’s Operating Budget in Brief for Fiscal Year 2011 (Philadelphia, PA: City 
of Philadelphia, 2010).   
229 City of Philadelphia Department of Revenue, Earnings Tax,” 
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issue by the arts leaders interviewed for this paper. Many of them cited the Wage 
Tax as one of reasons why regionalism has not always been successful in the area. 
Many residents outside of the city have said that they think the Wage Tax is 
unfair since it is a nearly four percent tax increase in addition to state and federal 
income tax obligations and applies to them simply because they work within the 
city limits. In the past, the Wage Tax was set at a higher rate.  The tax, which 
began in 1940 and was lowered just once in 1945, became a major effort during 
Mayor Rendell’s tenure when he advocated to decrease the rates from 4.96% for 
city residents and 4.31% for suburban residents—some of the highest wage tax 
rates in the county at that time.
230
 The cuts continued through his Governorship, 
where the rates were set at their current level.
231
 City wage taxes exist in other 
cities, but Philadelphia’s wage tax is more of a nuisance than most. In New York 
City, for example, residents of the city are taxed for any income they earn, but 
non-residents are not taxed, unless the work directly for the city.
232
  
 An additional income tax on unearned wages exists for the benefit of the 
Philadelphia School District. The tax is levied on certain types of unearned 
income like dividend, interest, rental, short term capital gains, and estates and 
trusts income.
233
 The School Income Tax sits at the same level as the city resident 
wage tax: 3.9280%.
234
 There are numerous unearned income items that are not 
subject to the school income tax, including: dividends on insurance policies and 
                                                          
230 Vanessa Williams, “What’s behind Rendell’s proposed wage-tax cut; The savings would be small to 
taxpayers but the move would help strengthen his political profile,” Philadelphia Inquirer, January 22, 1995.   
231 Mario F. Cattabiani, “Rendell, GOP on verge of tax deal; Gambling revenue would be used to reduce 
property levies,” Philadelphia Inquirer, July 9, 2003.  
232 City of New York Department of Finance, “Forms and Reports,”  
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233 City of Philadelphia Department of Revenue, “School Income Tax,”  
http://www.phila.gov/Revenue/individuals/taxes/ Pages/SchoolIncomeTax.aspx (accessed: April 21, 2013).  
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savings deposits in private banks, credit unions, and savings banks; IRAs; CDs; 
money market bank accounts; unemployment compensation; Pennsylvania state 
lottery winnings; death benefits; active military pay; income from business 
operations; and sick and disability benefits.
235
 In individual taxes, a portion of the 
real estate tax and specific income taxes are distributed to the School District. 
Since 2011, the School District has been struggling to close a budget gap of $629 
million.
236
 Unfortunately, this does not help the case for any interest group 
seeking tax revenues because it reinforces the belief that one tax is not enough; 
that more taxes and more public support will be needed in the future.  
 In addition to individual taxes, citizens (and in many cases visitors) are 
subject to a variety of business taxes. Of these taxes, some are related to business 
ownership and others affect consumers in the city. Citizens and visitors alike pay 
a five percent “amusement” tax, which is levied on all commercial entertainment, 
including concerts, sporting events, and cinema tickets.
237
 The amusement tax is 
not levied on certain forms of entertainment, including: any ticketed event run by 
a religious organization; non-profit institutions; and educational institutions, 
among others.
238
 In 2005, the GPCA ran a successful advocacy effort against a 
proposed ‘arts tax,’ which was a state-wide tax initiative that would have levied 
an additional tax on all commercial and non-profit amusements.
239
  
                                                          
235 Ibid.  
236 Troy Graham, “Nutter tells Philadelphia School District to open its books,” Philadelphia Inquirer, June 6, 
2011.  
237 City of Philadelphia Department of Revenue, “Amusement Tax,”  
http://www.phila.gov/Revenue/businesses/taxes/ Pages/AmusementTax.aspx (accessed: April 22, 2013).  
238 Ibid.  
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 Visitors and residents also pay parking and valet parking taxes, both of 
which are levied at twenty percent. The Parking Tax applies to all financial 
transactions involving parking or storing vehicles in outdoor and indoor lots in the 
city.
240
 Additionally, the city levies a valet parking tax on all parking transactions 
that utilize a valet parking service.
241
 The city also levies a hotel tax,
242
 which 
runs just over eight percent; a liquor tax of ten percent on top of the state’s liquor 
taxes;
243
 and a tobacco products tax, which runs from $.036 to $.36 per ounce 
depending on the item.
244
 Further city imposed taxes include: a vehicle rental tax, 
which is an excise tax of two percent on all vehicles rented within the city limits 
for a period of less than twenty-nine days;
245
 an outdoor advertising tax, which all 
businesses or individuals renting outdoor advertising space must pay, at a rate of 
seven percent of the purchasing price;
246
 and a mechanical amusements tax, which 
is levied as a one hundred dollar fee per slot machine or other casino gaming 
device.
247
  
The city also has a sales and use tax, which is higher than in other areas in 
the state. The state sales tax rate is set at six percent. By state law, the sales tax is 
imposed on, “…the retail sale, consumption, rental, or use of tangible personal 
                                                          
240 City of Philadelphia Department of Revenue, “Parking Tax,”  
http://www.phila.gov/Revenue/businesses/taxes/Pages/ ParkingTax.aspx (accessed: April 30, 2013).  
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property in Pennsylvania.”248 The sales tax does not apply to certain goods, and is 
considered a tax on luxury items. For example, the sales tax is not applied on food 
purchases (except for ready-to-eat items, like restaurant purchased foods), most 
clothing items, textbooks, computer services, pharmaceutical drugs, and 
residential heating fuels, like oil and firewood.
249
 Because the tax only applies to 
“luxury” items, it can be seen as less regressive. This is one of the arguments that 
proponents for a dedicated sales tax for the arts have used. Beginning October 8, 
2009, the state approved the application of an additional one percent sales and use 
tax in addition to the state’s six percent sales tax, and Philadelphia’s previously 
approved local sales and use tax of one percent, making the total sales tax rate 
eight percent.
250
 The tax, which was meant to help the city navigate financial 
issues resulting from the 2008 recession, is set to expire after five years. It will 
currently sunset in June 2014, after which the city’s sales tax rate will decrease 
back to seven percent.  
While citizens and visitors of Philadelphia are subject to a variety of 
business taxes, the city imposes some significant taxes on business owners. In 
addition to withholding the sales and use tax on any products sold that fall under 
the taxing requirements, businesses pay a variety of taxes on their income, as well 
as the benefit of having a business in the first place. “Every individual, 
partnership, association, and corporation engaged in a business, profession, or 
other activity for profit within the City of Philadelphia must file a Business 
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Income and Receipts Tax Return [BIRT], whether or not they earned a profit 
during the preceding year.”251This tax, previously called the Business Privilege 
Tax, runs 1.415 mills on gross receipts and 6.45% on taxable net income.
252
 In 
addition to the BIRT tax, business owners and individuals also have to pay a Use 
and Occupancy tax, even if they operate their business activities out of their 
home. The Use and Occupancy tax rate is $5.51 per $100 in assessed land 
value.
253
 After paying the BIRT and Use and Occupancy taxes, individuals, 
partnerships, associations, estates, and trusts that operate a business or for-profit 
activity have to pay a Net Profits Tax. The Net Profits Tax is a tax that is levied 
on the net profits that arise from a for-profit activity or business and varies 
depending on where the proprietor is located.
 254
 For example, a city resident who 
owns a business either inside or outside the city limits has to pay a 3.928% tax, 
while a non-resident who conducts business inside the city limits has to pay a 
3.4985% tax.
255
  
The purpose of reviewing the individual and business taxes in Philadelphia 
is to show that the city, like many others, is highly taxed. Though more challenges 
will be discussed in the next section, nearly every arts leader interviewed cited 
high Philadelphia taxes as one of the barriers to successfully instituting a 
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dedicated tax for the arts. Aside from the tax rates, there are other factors that 
make taxation a significant barrier. First, it is difficult to get a tax passed in the 
City. For some taxes, like the sales and use tax, which is set by the state, to 
increase the tax within a particular county first requires approval by the General 
Assembly and may then require approval through a public referendum. Second, it 
is difficult to get a tax passed for an interest group, like the arts, when there are 
other social issues in the city which receive tax revenue and are still ‘struggling.’ 
The most prominent example of this is the School District of Philadelphia. The 
School District receives revenue from numerous city taxes, yet the District is 
struggling, closing schools, cutting arts positions and programs in the schools, and 
facing continual budget deficits. Unfortunately, this has an effect on other social 
interests, which might pursue tax revenues. Even with a dedicated tax to support 
the arts, many groups may find themselves facing financial difficulties. This is not 
unlike in Salt Lake, Utah where a large percentage of the Tier I organizations, 
which receive the most money from the dedicated sales tax, could not pass the 
ZAP Advisory Board’s financial solvency test post-2008 recession. This 
ultimately did not affect their grant award from the tax district, but it does show 
that a dedicated tax does not solve all general operating concerns.  
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF INTERVIEWED ARTS LEADERS 
 
 
 
 
 In defining the challenges that must be overcome to successfully institute 
a dedicated tax to support arts and culture organizations in the Greater 
Philadelphia area, arts leaders in the area were surveyed for their opinions on 
existing and future challenges. The arts leaders surveyed were chosen based on a 
combination of factors, including: knowledge of the arts and culture sector in the 
Greater Philadelphia area, length of service in the sector, previous experiences 
with the regional funding mechanism attempts in the area, and current career as it 
relates to future attempts at passing a dedicated tax to support arts and culture in 
the area. All of the arts leaders very candidly expressed opinions on the subject 
and the resulting analysis does not link a specific person with a specific opinion. 
A full list of interview subjects can be found in Appendix A at the end of this 
paper.  
 There are some limitations to the research gleaned from the interviews. 
First, though it is expected that the subjects gave candid and truthful information, 
the interviews consisted mostly of their opinions. Thus, any factual information 
given in the interviews is also subject to the interviewee’s own experiences and 
biases. Second, there are many more arts leaders and arts advocates in the Greater 
Philadelphia area that could be interviewed for this paper. The sample size is 
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reflective of the ability to coordinate interviews with subjects who were identified 
as key individuals in past and future attempts. There are more individuals who 
would fit this description, but there are some limitations in availability for 
subjects to commit to interviews and willingness to speak on the subject.  
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CHALLENGES TO SUCCESSFULLY PASSING A DEDICATED TAX TO 
SUPPORT ARTS AND CULTURE IN THE GREATER PHILADELPHIA 
REGION 
 
 
Relationship between the City and the suburbs 
Perhaps the single biggest challenge to successfully passing a dedicated 
tax to support the arts that nearly every single arts leader commented on in some 
way is the complexity of issues between the City of Philadelphia and the 
surrounding four counties that make up the five-county region. This issue further 
reflects the challenges of increasing the area’s sense of regionalism, which has 
been an issue since the first attempts in the early 1990s. The issue of regionalism, 
or, rather the lack of it in the area, was one of the major foci of University of 
Pennsylvania Professor Ted Hershberg. The lack of “regional pride” in the area, 
he argued, has made cooperation difficult in many ways, though there are some 
key cases in which regional cooperation has been successful. Professor Hershberg 
identified three key cases of regional cooperation in a paper he wrote in 1994: the 
completion of the Pennsylvania Convention Center as an attraction for the entire 
region, the creation of the Philadelphia Regional Port Authority and its merger 
with the South Jersey Port Corporation into the Delaware River Port Authority as 
a means of strengthening the region economically, and the development of the 
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Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority.
256
 Given the success of the 
three cases, he felt that at some point a regional funding mechanism for the arts 
would be attainable.  
Another issue most frequently cited by arts leaders is the difference 
between politics in the counties and the city. Philadelphia, though once not the 
case, has been staunchly Democratic since 1952. The suburban counties, on the 
other hand, have been Republican oriented for a long time. In Chester, Delaware, 
and Bucks County, the County government is predominantly Republican. The 
Montgomery County Commission, for the first time in nearly one hundred years, 
now has a Democratic majority.
257
 Typical characteristics of Democratic and 
Republican politicians are evident as well in that the arts leaders in the suburbs all 
said that their County Council or Commissions would not be supportive of 
increasing taxes, even for a quality of life style tax.  
This unwillingness to raise taxes presents other issues as some arts leaders 
said that a dedicated tax for arts and culture would only siphon money out of the 
suburban counties to the city because that is where the largest and majority of 
cultural organizations reside. Thus, supporters in the suburbs have never been 
convinced that any of the legislative attempts to establish a regional funding 
mechanism would have resulted in significant funding coming back into their 
respective county. City dwelling arts leaders have often responded to this by 
                                                          
256 Theodore Hershberg, “The Case for Regional Cooperation,” (paper prepared for Center for Greater 
Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, PA, February 1994).  
257 In the counties, state law says that only two of the Commissioners may be of a single party and the third 
Commissioner must be of the opposing party. Thus, in Montgomery County, two of the Commissioners, or 
the dominant party, is now the Democratic Party. The only county that does not have this rule is Delaware 
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the same state law and thus all County Council members in Delaware County are Republican.   
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saying that the largest organizations in Philadelphia have a truly regional reach 
and that a significant number of attendees are suburban residents. The issue of 
taxes is worsened by the strain that the Wage Tax has on suburban residents who 
work in Philadelphia.  
Other arts leaders echoed this point in saying that the Greater Philadelphia 
Cultural Alliance, while it has significantly improved the area’s unity amongst 
arts organizations, has always been Philadelphia-centric, even if that was not the 
intention. It is important to note that the arts leaders that expressed this concern 
said that they understood that this was because the city does house the largest and 
greatest number of arts organizations of the five county region, therefore it makes 
sense that the concern would revolve around the city (and that any potential funds 
would be dominated by city cultural organizations). Even though the leaders said 
they understood why city institutions get most of the attention, they also 
expressed that this fact does not help in unifying the region’s arts and culture 
sector.   
As was evident in the earlier, brief city and county analysis, there are also 
major differences in the way that the city and counties approach the arts and arts 
funding. Many suburban arts leaders noted that city funding for the arts, though 
considered small and not representative of the wealth of arts organizations 
contributing to the city’s economic livelihood, that funding is still much stronger 
than arts funding in the surrounding counties. For many in the suburbs, there is 
the strong perception that arts and culture organizations in Philadelphia have 
larger stores of resources available to them, and not just in government funding, 
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but in foundation and individual funding as well. Similar to Philadelphia, there are 
also other more pressing issues in the counties. Several arts leaders said that parks 
and recreation and libraries are much more likely to receive funding because they 
reach more residents than arts and culture organizations.  
The counties are not as well-primed as the city is to advocate for and 
promote regionalism in the arts and culture sector. Since there is no systematic 
way of funding the arts in the counties, there is also no distribution mechanism for 
funding in the counties as well as no organized method for advocating for a 
dedicated funding mechanism. All of the counties have begun to organize support 
for their arts and culture sectors through the creation of various arts councils, but 
this is a slow process that runs on the strength of volunteers, many of whom have 
full-time jobs. Even if the counties had a more sophisticated method of promoting 
arts and culture and advocating for a regional funding mechanism, there are many 
residents who do not value Philadelphia as an arts leader for the region. Many of 
the suburban arts leaders said that residents within the counties already do not 
patronize the small arts organizations in their own communities and if they do, 
they are not strong contributors, instead giving their money to hospitals and other 
non-profits. There are some residents who still do not see their own communities 
or the City as an arts destination, instead traveling to New York City or 
Washington, D.C. to attend major museums and performances. 
A related challenge to this theme is that all of the previous attempts at a 
regional funding mechanism have included the five counties and have never been 
local. For any regional dedicated funding mechanism to work there must be 
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something for the suburban counties to gain from and it is likely that this would 
need to be in addition to increased funding for arts and culture organizations 
within the county. In a regional funding mechanism, it is likely that the lion’s 
share of funding would go to organizations located in Philadelphia. Though there 
are many arts and culture organizations in the surrounding counties, the sheer size 
and volume of organizations in Philadelphia County is much larger and it would 
stand to reason that because of this most funding from a regional tax would be 
reallocated to city institutions. In relation to other city-suburban issues, the idea 
that funding would actually leave the four surrounding counties does not bode 
well for a successful regional funding mechanism. Thus, it is important that if a 
regional funding mechanism is to succeed, it must be coupled with other 
incentives that are important to the suburban counties. If arts leaders continue to 
advocate for a truly regional funding mechanism, then the tensions between the 
city and the suburbs can be better attended to by carefully crafting the revenue 
distribution mechanism and formulas.  
 
Funding Mechanism Style and Distribution 
The second biggest challenge mentioned by nearly all arts leaders is the 
difficulty in finding a funding mechanism that would serve the majority of the arts 
and culture organizations in the region and deciding how the potential revenues 
would be split. One arts leader mentioned that the closest the sector came to 
successfully establishing legislation, the attempt was foiled by the sector’s 
fighting over how the potential funds would be distributed. Other arts leaders said 
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that this is one of the primary issues that continue to surface when leaders across 
the sector become involved in the advocacy for a regional funding mechanism. 
During the attempt in 2005, the GPCA set up a meeting with arts leaders from 
across the city and suburbs to discuss the current legislative attempt, Senate Bill 
687, which was designed to transfer funds to the Pennsylvania Council on the 
Arts, which would then trickle down to the region through grant funding 
distributed by the GPCA. From the notes on the meeting, it is clear that the main 
point was to reinforce the concept that the sector needed to come together to 
support the legislation before they began arguing about how the revenues would 
be distributed. One of the key points that the late GPCA President Peggy 
Amsterdam spoke about at the meeting was the concept that they could not 
determine how much funding any single organization would get, but that the 
community would get nothing in revenue if it did not work together to present a 
unified front.
258
 Despite knowing that the creation of the funding mechanism is 
necessary, some of the arts leaders interviewed said that they thought the funding 
mechanism should be created later, after legislation had been passed. Others said 
that they thought the mechanism should be created in conjunction with the 
legislation because they think the legislators may want to know how the funds 
would be distributed.   
Creating the funding mechanism to distribute dedicated tax revenues 
proves challenging in its own right. First, the mechanism would have to be able to 
distribute funds to organizations across five counties. Second, the sheer number of 
organizations that would be eligible for the revenues is overwhelming. There are 
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more than 2,000 non-profit arts and culture organizations in the five-county 
region with annual budgets ranging from thousands to multiple millions.
259
 One of 
the biggest challenges with successfully passing a dedicated tax to support the arts 
is the concern over the funding mechanism that would be used to distribute the 
revenues. This is compounded by the issues that have arisen over which 
organizations would receive the largest portion of the funds. For example, the 
Philadelphia Museum of Art currently receives over $2 million annually from the 
City, which is used for the museum’s security, utilities, and maintenance. If, for 
example, a large dedicated tax were passed, like a one percent extra sales tax 
resulting in approximately $80 million in revenue for arts and culture 
organizations in Philadelphia County, it is likely that the City would cease its 
previous PCF and line-item funding, if only because the tax revenue is so much 
more than the City already gives to arts and culture organizations. This possibility 
in turn means that the Museum of Art would not be likely to support any regional 
funding mechanism that cannot guarantee it would get the same amount of 
funding that it is already receiving from the City. If the tax revenue were much 
lower, for example, $15 million split amongst organizations in Philadelphia 
County, then it is preferable that the organizations that receive line item funding 
be willing to remove themselves from the potential pool of applicants for 
dedicated tax funding. This is already a possibility as the Philadelphia Museum of 
Art, Atwater Kent Museum, and Mural Arts Program do not apply to receive 
additional city revenue from the Philadelphia Cultural Fund. It is impossible to 
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know at this time if the Museum of Art and other organizations would be willing 
to consider this possibility. Another issue is that whatever dedicated tax is chosen 
must be able to produce enough funds to make the campaign for the legislation 
worthwhile.  
Whatever mechanism is identified, it is critical that the mechanism must 
be kept free from political enterprise and interference. Unfortunately, as other 
case studies have shown, this is not an easy task to accomplish. In Salt Lake 
County, the Zoo, Arts, and Parks Advisory Board has been overruled on some 
funding decisions by the County Commissioners, forcing the Board to give grants 
it would not have otherwise given. Several arts leaders mentioned that this has 
already been an issue in the City with regard to the Philadelphia Cultural Fund, in 
which the Council has requested that the Fund allocate a particular amount to an 
organization. When the Fund refused to do so, the Council took that amount from 
its overall budget, allocating the money in a separate line-item to the organization. 
It is possible that a dedicated tax distributing revenues to the arts and culture 
organizations in Greater Philadelphia would almost surely withstand similar 
political pressure and interference; though that would depend entirely on the 
process by which the funds were distributed and how the overseeing body was 
organized. Issues that the PCF and ZAP Advisory Board in Salt Lake County 
have faced are made worse by the fact that the county or city government either 
approve the budget or have final say on the grant distribution process, 
respectively. Issues with political interference have been far less problematic in 
other areas like Cuyahoga County, Ohio and Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, 
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where the funding mechanisms operate as separate, non-profit entities and are not 
overseen by the local governments.  
 
Environment 
There are certain environmental factors that can also affect the feasibility 
of a dedicated tax for the arts. The current economic climate is a major inhibiting 
factor to the successful campaign and passage of a dedicated tax for the arts. In 
2008 the U.S. economy went through a recession, which dramatically increased 
unemployment rates and crippled the housing market, among other things. In the 
non-profit sector, the recession had a negative effect on many non-profit 
endowments, erasing $240.5 million in investment revenue, or a decrease of 
128%, in Greater Philadelphia non-profit endowments alone.
260
In Pennsylvania, 
the current governor, Republican Tom Corbett, ran on a platform in which he 
promised not to raise taxes and in fact has cut funds from many state agencies. 
When Governor Corbett was elected, he named his wife, Susan Corbett, as the 
Chair of the Pennsylvania Council on the Arts. One arts leader mentioned that 
Governor Corbett has cut the budgets of many government agencies, but not the 
Pennsylvania Council on the Arts; most likely because the First Lady is the chair 
of the state agency. Regardless, it is unlikely that Harrisburg would entertain the 
notion of increasing taxes while Governor Corbett, or any Governor with a public 
vow to not raise taxes, remains in office.  
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Though the 2008 recession is now considered officially “over,” there is a 
growing national sentiment to decrease the rate of government spending. Many 
arts leaders cited this national trend as a significant barrier to successfully 
enacting a dedicated tax for the arts because the same sentiment is found in state 
legislatures, particularly those that have Republican majorities. Some arts leaders 
noted that the Harrisburg legislature is not as heavily influenced by Philadelphia 
politics as it has been in the past. Despite the national trend, it is still not entirely 
unreasonable to expect that legislation for a dedicated tax for the arts would not 
pass. After all, the Detroit Institute for the Arts and Zoo Taxes each passed in 
2008 and 2012, respectively. A more tax-friendly economic and political 
environment, however, would make it somewhat easier to campaign for such a 
tax.  
Taxes, even when passed, are often still tied to the economic and political 
environments. Many of the taxes examined are still required to be passed via 
referendum, which could be negatively affected depending on the political climate 
of the times. Frequently, the reauthorization attempts for these taxes cost as much 
as the initial campaigns it took to achieve success the first time. Another 
important item to consider is that the economic climate greatly affects the revenue 
received from dedicated taxes. Following the recession in 2008, the amount of 
revenue the Salt Lake County ZAP sales tax generated decreased substantially as 
consumer spending decreased. This example best shows the effect that 
environment can have on the tax itself, as well as the organizations that stand to 
gain from it.  
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Economic and political climates can also affect taxes at the city level. As 
with many cities, Philadelphia seems to struggle perennially with budget 
complications. Politicians lament that there is almost never enough money to go 
around, which means that city agencies have to adjust to yearly budget cycles, 
some of which may favor them and others in which they see decreases in the 
amount of funds available to them. The Philadelphia Cultural Fund used to 
receive $3.2 million in the annual budget appropriation. Mayor Nutter 
campaigned on the grounds that he would grow the Fund to an amount that more 
accurately reflected the number of non-profit arts and culture organizations in the 
city. Instead, the Fund has seen its budget cut from $3.2 million to $1.7 million in 
FY13. The PCF has done much to successfully handle the decrease in funding. 
Recently, it announced that grants to long-funded organizations would go to a 
new, three-year schedule, in addition to the yearly grants for artists and emerging 
arts organizations.
261
 Politically, it is unclear whether the city would support a 
dedicated tax for the arts. It does appear that area residents understand the 
importance of arts and culture organizations, but with the city schools in crisis 
combined with a myriad of social issues that seem to plague Philadelphia, like 
homelessness, crime, and poverty, unless the arts can find a way to access funds 
related to human services and criminal justice or find a way to show politicians 
that it is inextricably linked with other, valuable qualities like aiding in the 
creation of a stable tax base, it is likely the sector will always be lower on the list 
of funding priorities.  
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Aside from national, state, and local economic and political climates, there 
are other environmental factors that may affect the success of a dedicated tax as 
well as its ability to generate significant revenues. Events like September 11
th
 can 
affect the ability of taxes, notably hotel taxes, to raise revenues for arts and 
culture organizations. Natural disasters and national emergencies can affect 
economies, local, state, and in some cases, federal—directly affecting the tax 
revenues supporting arts institutions.  
 
Politics  
Aside from needing a state legislature supportive of additional taxes, a 
campaign for a dedicated tax needs support from key political figures. Political 
support and leadership for a dedicated tax needs to be consistent, which has not 
always been the case in Philadelphia. There have always been legislators in 
support of the various Philadelphia tax legislation attempts, but given the 
opportunistic nature of the attempts it has been difficult to sustain this support 
after each failure. Many of the legislators who supported the previous tax attempts 
are no longer serving in the state legislature. It is critical that new legislators 
supportive of a regional funding mechanism need to be identified and secured for 
future funding attempts. The possibility of gaining new legislator supportive of a 
dedicated tax is made even more difficult by the fact that the Pennsylvania 
General Assembly is Republican controlled and staunchly anti-tax. Many of the 
arts leaders interviewed felt that the arts have lacked a consistent lobby not only 
in the state legislature, but federally as well. In relation to this, another arts leader 
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commented that the sector has not focused on tying in funding with other key 
legislative prerogatives, like increased jobs. It might boost the sector’s argument 
for increased funding if a link can be created between that funding and the 
availability of new jobs or the potential economic benefit from increased tourism.  
One arts leader commented on the Cultural STAR program in St. Paul, 
Minnesota, stating that the program always had a consistent lobbyist and a 
constant “push” from area leaders. The attempts in Philadelphia are generally not 
well-known. The best attempts at the regional funding mechanism received some 
coverage in the Philadelphia Business Journal, but there are few articles in The 
Philadelphia Inquirer or other papers about the potential funding mechanisms. 
The lack of knowledge about potential tax legislation and willingness to commit 
resources, such as time, to promotion of the tax stands as a significant barrier for 
the region. Another issue is that the legislation in question stands a better chance 
of passing through the state legislature if politicians with more political power are 
supporters of the bill. Another arts leader related this to political will, stating that 
arts issues have always had some issue with garnering enough political will 
among legislators for support.  
Another challenge to implementing a dedicated tax to support the arts is 
the nature of government in Pennsylvania. In Pennsylvania the phrase “all politics 
is local” is true by the way in which the government is localized. While in some 
other states, the counties have the majority of the governing power (outside of the 
state government itself), in Pennsylvania, the municipalities are given governing 
power. This means that though the counties have their own governing mechanism, 
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they are not as powerful as in other states because each of the municipalities has 
its own governing system as well. In Philadelphia County, there is one 
municipality- the City government, which blurs the balance of power that is more 
aptly seen in every other county in the state. In the case of Philadelphia County, 
the City retains the governing power and the County is left very little. In the four 
surrounding counties there are 238 municipalities; each one of which is charged 
with its own form of government. Thus, the nature of local government in 
Pennsylvania is very fractured. It is difficult enough to get five county 
governments to agree on regional issues, much less to get 239 municipalities to 
agree to support a dedicated tax for arts and culture organizations.  
 
Lack of a Strong Case for Support 
One of the most critical and least spoken about challenges that was 
addressed in interviews is the fact that the arts and culture sector has not 
successfully identified a strong case for support to warrant the need for regional 
public funding, which reflects Michael Rushton’s powerful argument, “Pay more, 
what for?” It is especially interesting that, so few arts leaders mentioned this 
challenge because it is, arguably, the first step in any successful public campaign 
for a dedicated tax, as well as an important component of any sector’s overall 
advocacy platform. This leads to the conclusion that many of the arts leaders in 
the area must think that the sector already has a strong case for support, despite 
the inability to secure more public funding for the area. Arts leaders felt that the 
traditional case for support that the arts and culture sector relies on is that the arts 
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make an economic impact in the area, and that they contribute to the area’s 
vitality without a solid reasoning in why local taxpayers should fund regional 
support for the arts. Many leaders said that the arts are still perceived as 
something that is enjoyed by the wealthy, which leads into arguments from some 
that the arts should rely on the donations of those who can afford to participate. 
One arts leader said that they believed that participation in the arts is still lower 
than it ought to be in the Greater Philadelphia area, despite the sheer quantity of 
arts and culture organizations. This is even more of an issue in the suburbs where 
leaders said that arts and culture organizations are generally perceived to be 
something that is considered “free” and not seen as organizations worthy of tax 
payer support, unlike other social issues.  
Many of the arts leaders interviewed said that they felt that the Greater 
Philadelphia Cultural Alliance has contributed much to the field by conducting 
more research on the sector and its economic impact in the region. When the 
National Endowment for the Arts was first created, it was done so at a time when 
people did not question whether the government should support the arts; rather, it 
was simply understood by everyone that it was an important part of the 
government’s lacking cultural policy. The scrutiny that arts organizations face 
over public funding was not as strong then as it is now. At the time, the arts were 
considered inherently important. Since the Culture Wars and other events 
criticizing the public role in supporting the arts, the sector has begun to conduct 
much more research offering insight into the economic impact of the arts, with the 
hope that these arguments will resonate. These studies, in general, are relatively 
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new and come with their own caveats, but they show the movement by the sector 
to make itself more attractive to politicians and legislators by relating the 
importance of the arts in economic figures. This is interesting because many of 
the arts leaders quoted other reasons for supporting the arts, despite the influence 
of more concrete economic reasons. Some even thought that the sector needs to 
distance itself from the “economic arguments” in favor of supporting the notion 
that the arts are important for other reasons, include their inherent importance in 
the average citizen’s life. The problem with this is that the average citizen may 
not be an active participant in the arts sector. Whether or not the sector chooses 
new arguments, many of the arts leaders felt that the sector should not abandon 
the more concrete “economic arguments” because they still feel that this was one 
of the best ways to attach significance to public support for the arts in the eyes of 
politicians, legislators, and prominent business leaders.  
Others cited the lack of a strong public campaign to the support the arts in 
the region as a major inhibitor to a regional funding mechanism. Thus, the issue 
with the case for support for arts and culture appears to lie on two planes. First, 
the sector needs to establish the value it is providing to the Greater Philadelphia 
region. Only when the value is established can a true case for support be attained 
and then supported through advocacy. The notion of establishing value is a 
problem in itself that is outside the scope of this paper. The arts have campaigned 
on a variety of value arguments, with most current research focusing on the 
economic impact of the arts and culture sector as the strongest method of reaching 
legislators and politicians. The arts have historically campaigned on so-called 
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‘intrinsic’ values, but these arguments have fallen out of favor in the new 
millennium. There is not a ‘right’ way to establish the value that the arts and 
culture sector provides, and indeed that value may change by geographical area. 
Second, the sector needs to organize itself more effectively. Part of this stems 
from arts leaders not knowing what argument to organize themselves around. The 
GPCA, the leading organization promoting public support for the arts in the 
region, has frequently changed its goals for the sector and its own arguments for 
public support for the arts. This creates a “scattered” effect within the sector and 
also prohibits arts leaders from rallying around a single point, concept, or ideal.  
The issues from lacking a case for support, though two-fold, are primarily 
influenced by the lack of a coherent argument on why arts and culture should be 
supported in the Greater Philadelphia region through public funding, or the lack 
of identifying the value that arts and culture gives back to the community to 
warrant such public support. The arts leaders suggested that the sector continues 
to labor under the notion that the arts provide a universal benefit, which indeed 
they may and often do, but that this benefit is not perceived to be universal, rather 
it is perceived to be consumed by those who either find it important or have the 
means to participate in arts and culture events. It is important to note that the arts 
leaders also believed that finding a successful, marketable value is achievable, 
and that, though difficult, it is crucially important to create an argument for public 
support for the arts that resonates with area citizens. Perhaps the way that the arts 
sector can achieve this is by tying its value to other social problems. Chicago non-
profit, ArtPlace, is doing just this by using grants to support arts organizations 
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that transform their communities through their work. In 2013-2014, ArtPlace 
funding in Philadelphia will support projects by the Delaware River Waterfront 
Corporation, FringeArts, the Philadelphia City Planning Commission, and 
Breadboard/University City Science Center.
262
 There are critics of this notion, 
however, and they argue that ‘real’ art is not created when the arts are tied to 
other social problems, like the Philadelphia Mural Arts Program’s work with 
graffiti artists.  
A related challenge to the lack of a strong case for support is that arts 
leaders felt the past attempts lacked legislation that was more encompassing than 
just the arts alone; meaning that they felt the arts would have to be grouped into a 
quality of life-style tax to receive more support. Enveloping the arts and culture 
into a quality of life-style tax would be helpful in a number of ways. First, it 
would help to effectively silence other interest groups that consistently compete 
for funding with the arts and culture sector and in turn make the argument for 
support even stronger because they are included. In many areas, parks and 
recreation and libraries receive some if not a large amount of public funding. 
Some arts leaders felt that these groups reach more area citizens than the arts do 
and that a broader definition of what is considered arts and culture should be 
utilized. Given the way that parks and libraries work, it is highly likely, if not 
statistically proven that they do reach more citizens on average than arts and 
culture organizations do, simply because of the lack of entrance fees. With a 
wider reach for organizations and entities that would receive funding from a 
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dedicated tax, it would, in theory, become easier to receive support from voters, 
should a particular tax need a referendum. The idea of a quality of life-style tax 
has been very successful in numerous areas, specifically the Salt Lake County 
ZAP tax, Allegheny County Regional Asset District, and the state of Minnesota’s 
Clean Water, Land, and Legacy Amendment, which distributes a sales tax 
revenue to an Arts and Culture Heritage Fund, in addition to an Outdoor Heritage 
Fund, which supports habitats for game and wildlife, a Clean Water Fund to 
protect and restore water quality across the state, and a Parks and Trails Fund to 
support parks and trails across the state.
263
 Expanding the definition of arts and 
culture or including arts and culture with other groups that are deemed important 
by area citizens can result in a greater and broader base of support; thus making it 
more likely that any dedicated tax legislation might pass with both politicians and 
voters.  
Another difficulty facing the enactment of legislation to support cultural 
organizations is that the Greater Philadelphia area, for all its challenges, is a 
thriving sector. The sheer number of arts and culture organizations in the five-
county region demonstrates this vitality. GPCA research shows that, despite the 
2008 recession, participation in arts organizations has actually increased.
264
 
Incidentally, this may actually aid the sector’s case for support since increased 
participation provides evidence that the arts are a solid, public investment. 
Because of this existing structure, some arts leaders said they believed it would be 
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difficult to successfully enact a dedicated tax because the sector currently appears 
to be surviving without significant public funding. Some of the other dedicated 
tax cases show that tax legislation was successfully passed in response to a major 
crisis in the area’s arts and culture sector. The Denver Scientific and Cultural 
Facilities District provides a useful example of this phenomenon. When the SCFD 
legislation was passed, the metropolitan Denver arts and culture sector was facing 
a major crisis from a recent total cut in state funding. Particularly troublesome to 
the community were the major cultural institutions like the Denver Zoo, which 
were so threatened by the cuts that it seemed plausible to area citizens that the 
Zoo would have closed if a solution was not identified. Another example lies with 
the Allegheny Regional Asset District, which supporters said was a response to 
the general population decline of the area, which they felt would receive a boost 
from a vibrant cultural community.  
Many of the arts leaders who cited this challenge said that the main issue 
for the region was that the arts and culture sector needs to be sustained, not 
created as it has been in other areas. The one exception to this was the 
Philadelphia Orchestra’s recent emergence from bankruptcy. One of the arts 
leaders said that they felt the Orchestra’s descent into bankruptcy is enough of a 
“crisis,” whereas the majority of other arts leaders felt that Orchestra’s financial 
situation was not enough of a crisis. Indeed, the Orchestra continued to play 
during its bankruptcy, which showed to the region that it was still a formidable 
organization and would likely rebound from its financial issues. Because of the 
region’s relative lack of a cultural “crisis,” the case for support needs to reflect the 
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reasons why the area should sustain its already vibrant arts and culture sector. It is 
often easier to motivate support for a campaign in the wake of a major cultural 
crisis. If the Philadelphia Museum of Art, the Kimmel Center for the Performing 
Arts, and the Franklin Institute all declared bankruptcy within the same year, it is 
possible that this act would provide the catalyst for support of a dedicated public 
funding stream. Without a major crisis, the arts and culture sector will need to 
find another way to motivate support for a regional funding mechanism.  
 
No Diverse Base for Support 
Another major challenge to a dedicated tax attempt in the Greater 
Philadelphia area is that during the previous attempts there was no consistent 
leadership for a tax from prominent citizens in the area, including politicians and 
business leaders. Many philanthropists who have supported the past tax attempts, 
like H.F. Lenfest, have become less vocal in advocating for dedicated tax 
legislation, instead patronizing the sector individually and through family 
foundations. In the early 1990s Mayor Ed Rendell retracted his support for 
legislation that would have enacted the Southeastern Pennsylvania Scientific and 
Cultural District, which some believe was the “death knell” for that particular 
legislative attempt. It is not difficult to see why legislators in Harrisburg are 
unwilling to support dedicated tax legislation, if Philadelphia’s own mayor is 
unwilling to support it. The other case studies examined in this paper show the 
importance of having a diverse base for support for tax legislation. It is especially 
useful for the arts and culture sector to have support and commitment from 
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citizens whose voices stretch farther with legislators, like prominent 
philanthropists and business leaders. 
Like many success factors, the support of prominent citizens is not the 
defining factor in determining whether or not a dedicated tax attempt will be 
successful. During the initial tax attempts in Detroit, the leaders of major 
companies, including all three car manufacturing companies, supported the 
initiatives and donated significant funds to the public campaigns. Despite this 
crucial support, these attempts at the tax did not pass with area voters. Regardless, 
it is almost always better for any interest group pursuing tax legislation to have 
significant support from other, often more politically powerful allies, like business 
leaders, simply because it provides a level of validation to the interest group’s 
need for the funds. In Greater Philadelphia, the arts and culture sector has support 
from a variety of individuals in the area, including the current Mayor, but no one 
has really taken on the role of “public champion” for the regional funding 
mechanism. Because of this, area arts leaders are the loudest advocates for a 
dedicated tax—and of course they would be because they stand to gain the most 
from the revenues that a dedicated cultural tax would provide. If a dedicated tax 
passed in legislation and came to a public vote, it would be crucial for area 
leaders, like City Councilmen and women, business leaders, and prominent 
Philadelphians, to voice their support for the tax, as that could inspire more 
residents to support the referendum.  
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Lack of Resources 
The previous attempts at a regional funding mechanism in Philadelphia 
have also been inhibited by a general lack of the resources that help to make 
campaigns successful. Aside from a lack of a successful public component of a 
campaign, there has always been a lack of funding for such a campaign among the 
sector. Several arts leaders noted this issue stating that arts advocates tend to be 
more naïve of the costs of successful campaign for legislation. Many of them also 
said that there seems to be unwillingness among the sector to contribute to such a 
campaign, as well as an unwillingness to commit to fundraising for a campaign. 
As the other case studies show, a successful campaign for a dedicated tax carries a 
heavy cost, often upwards of $1 million. Without funding, any public campaign 
will lack the formality needed by the sector to show to voters that supporting arts 
and culture organizations is a worthy cause. Several arts leaders noted the all-too-
true stereotype that politicians respond to funding and that because the arts and 
culture sector is often cash-strapped, unwillingness to part with precious funds to 
pay for a campaign only shows the politicians that the sector should not be 
considered seriously.  
While previous attempts in Philadelphia have always been opportunistic, it 
is clear that the sector will need to mount a formal, multi-pronged campaign for a 
dedicated tax, first for legislators in Harrisburg and then for area voters where a 
referendum is required. One of the primary requirements for creating a formal 
campaign is the need for funding to support critical components of a campaign, 
like marketing and the cost of hiring a lobbyist to promote the legislation in 
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Harrisburg. Funding a campaign, however, can be very difficult for the arts and 
culture sector, especially when the point of the campaign is to secure additional 
public funding and because it would seem imprudent to draw the already much-
needed funds away from operational support. The need for funding dovetails 
neatly with another challenge, which is the additional need for prominent citizens 
to publicly support the initiative. It is possible that if prominent citizens are 
willing to publicly support an initiative, but might also be willing to commit 
funding to a campaign, making the amount of money that the arts and culture 
sector would need to commit less burdensome.  
 
Taxation is Unpopular 
Another challenge that arts leaders mentioned is the issue of what type of 
tax could be supported by the general public in the area. As noted earlier, some 
taxes are regressive in nature, others more progressive. Given the recent property 
value reassessment in Philadelphia it is almost sure that a property tax to support 
arts and culture would never gain traction among area voters. With the city’s 
existing sales tax at eight percent, it is unlikely that another fraction of a sales tax 
would also be supported. One arts leader said that a hotel tax would be a good 
option to find support because it is seen as a tax that has minimal effect on area 
residents and that it targets visitors to the area. A hotel tax, or bed tax, is the type 
of tax that funds grants for arts and culture organizations in San Francisco. In the 
past attempts, there was some interest in securing hotel tax revenues for arts and 
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culture organizations, but the sector was edged out by the Greater Philadelphia 
Tourism and Marketing Corporation, which currently receives hotel tax revenues.  
For any area considering a dedicated tax to support arts and culture, one of 
the primary issues that must be resolved is what type of tax is “palatable” to area 
politicians and citizens. There is not a single dedicated tax for arts and culture that 
has successfully passed a referendum with one hundred percent of citizens in 
favor. There will always be opponents to taxes, but finding the right tax is crucial, 
especially in Greater Philadelphia. Aside from a sales tax, one arts leader 
mentioned the city’s desire to impose a “sugar tax” on sodas and other sugary 
beverages as a possible means of supporting arts and culture organizations. This 
tax, though not yet enacted, could be seen as more regressive since people with 
lower incomes are more likely to purchase unhealthy, sugary drinks despite the 
fact that these beverages contribute to a less than healthy lifestyle. Hence, the 
people who are less likely to participate in the arts, because they have lower 
incomes, would pay a disproportionate portion of the public funding.  
This challenge is related to another issue that arts leaders cited which is 
the number of taxes that are currently in place in Greater Philadelphia. The city, in 
particular, is highly taxed and this leads many residents to be wary of supporting 
any new taxing initiative. To combat this, earmarking is a useful option when a 
new tax is unlikely to gain traction. The problem with earmarking, however, is 
that taxes tend to already be ‘committed’ to specific purposes. Hard-lobbying 
interest groups that receive earmarks are unwilling to share and cash-strapped city 
governments are unwilling to part with any remaining revenues. In Philadelphia, 
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aside from the city government being unwilling to part with precious tax revenue, 
one possibility for a potential earmark resides in the twenty percent city parking 
tax. This tax makes particular sense because visitors and area residents alike pay 
the tax, and arts patrons frequently have to pay to park their cars when attending 
an event.  
 
Existence of Other Social Needs and Budgetary Crises 
Perhaps one of the greatest challenges for the city is that Philadelphia is 
currently cash poor. Like any major city, Philadelphia appears to consistently 
suffer from budget issues and constraints. Related to this, there are other, more 
pressing social issues that plague the city. The School District of Philadelphia 
receives significant funding through various city taxes and yet the District suffers 
with a budget crisis that has already closed some schools and is now aimed at 
cutting arts and physical education programs.
265
 It is a difficult task for even the 
most popular of politicians to campaign for a dedicated tax to support non-profit 
arts organizations when the School District is in such dire financial straits. The 
same can be said for other social issues in the city. Issues such as homelessness 
and poverty, while unfortunate characteristics of every major city, are particularly 
high in Philadelphia. Such pressing social issues, combined with a city that has its 
own budget problems related to under-funded pensions and union contracts, can 
                                                          
265 At the start of the 2013-2014 school year, the School District of Philadelphia recently borrowed $50 
million from the City government to help cover a budget gap that would have forced schools in the District to 
open late. Borrowing the money allowed the schools to open, but the District still faces a budget gap large 
enough to force cutbacks in the arts and physical education, as well as employee lay-offs of over 3,000 
people. Vital positions in administrative staff and school counselors were also cut. Earlier this year, the 
School District sold twenty-three buildings to the City to help pay some of its debt. (Melissa Dribben, ”1,000 
rally to demand more money for Philly schools, Philadelphia Inquirer, August 23, 2013; and Kristen A. 
Graham and Jeff Grammage, “School closings moving ahead, but…” Philadelphia Inquirer, March 10, 
2013).  
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make it hard for any special interest group to receive additional funds, from a 
dedicated tax or otherwise.  
Issues also arise when other interest groups are more effective at 
advocating for funding, whether or not they represent a pressing social issue. This 
example was most often cited by arts leaders in the form of the Greater 
Philadelphia Tourism and Marketing Corporation (GPTMC). One of the arts 
leaders mentioned that the GPTMC was able to use much stronger lobbying and 
advocacy efforts to secure part of the city’s hotel tax. The GPTMC is viewed as a 
trade association by some, which strengthens their advocacy efforts, especially 
compared to the arts and culture sector, which is viewed less often as an influence 
on increased business and tourism. The case for the GPTMC also involves the arts 
peripherally (despite the fact that numerous arts leaders felt that the arts should be 
funded in addition to the GPTMC, not in place of), tying two needs together in a 
less complicated and costly case for support and showing just how strong the case 
for supporting arts and culture organizations needs to be. It also shows how 
important it is to build relationships with key legislators and retain the advocacy 
efforts of prominent citizens to help bolster the sector. While the GPTMC does 
not represent a pressing social issue, this example shows more than anything else 
just how difficult it is to secure public funding; especially because there are a vast 
myriad of other interest groups with perfectly reasonable arguments for why they 
should compete for critical funds. Some arts leaders noted that the relationship 
between the GPTMC and the arts and culture sector is strained and competitive in 
nature. In reality, the GPTMC and the arts and culture sector should develop a 
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better relationship because they greatly, if not also equally, influence each other. 
The arts and culture sector provides one of the best arguments that the GPTMC 
can use to entice visitors to the region and the arts and culture sector in turn 
benefits from the visitors that the GPTMC influences.  
 
Issues with Regional Definitions 
Another issue that relates indirectly to the challenges of establishing a 
dedicated tax to support the arts is that some of the arts leaders noted that the 
region is actually larger than five counties. For the purposes of the previous 
attempts, the region consists of five counties, but there are many residents of 
Southern New Jersey and Northern Delaware, for example, that regularly 
patronize arts organizations in Philadelphia and the surrounding counties. 
Additionally, there are also regular supporters from Berks, Lancaster, and Lehigh 
Counties who attend events in the area. The past attempts have shown that there is 
enough of a challenge in getting the five-county area to support regional 
initiatives, let alone integrating an eight-county or multiple-state area into a 
regional initiative. It is unlikely that a dedicated public source for funding the arts 
could be implemented in an eight-county or multiple-state initiative, but the actual 
size of the “Greater Philadelphia region” should be considered when the type of 
impact needed from a dedicated tax is discussed. Given this, a dedicated tax might 
be more successful if it were paid by citizens and visitors alike.  
In addition to this, the region is not isolated culturally. The region is 
nestled on the East Coast between the only two other cultural regions larger than 
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itself: New York City and Washington, D.C. Arts leaders, especially suburban 
ones, said that some residents more regularly patronize New York and 
Washington, D.C. arts organizations, ignoring the arts and culture in their own 
backyards. It could be especially difficult to convince voters in the suburban 
counties to raise taxes to support organizations that they might not already 
patronize. This is the challenge with any public campaign for a dedicated tax in 
any area—even the largest organization, despite its regional and even national 
reach, there are still citizens who are not touched by its programs.  
 
Timing 
Timing of the campaign and legislation is another challenge to 
successfully passing a dedicated tax for the arts. Every time a bill dies in 
Committee new legislation has to be presented in the next general session, 
sometimes with an entirely different legislative population with different 
priorities. One of the interviewees said that this is how all of the attempts cycled. 
In each case they lacked one of the following: the right proposal, the right time, or 
the right people—all three are key ingredients for a successful campaign for a 
dedicated tax. Some of the previous attempts were opportunistic, like the attempt 
at securing a portion of the Johnstown Flood Tax for the Pennsylvania Council on 
the Arts. It was opportunistic in that arts leaders knew that more tax revenue 
would become available pending the opening of select state stores on Sundays. 
One of the main arguments that advocates used is that the tax would not ‘take 
away’ money that was already being generated; rather it would reserve new funds 
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for the purpose of supporting arts and tourism. While it is important for the sector 
to be willing to take advantage of opportunities, it must be ready to do so with a 
united front and commitment to needed resources. If the sector had been 
continually pushing for a regional funding mechanism, then it is all the more 
likely that they could have successfully take advantage of opportunities like the 
Johnstown Flood Tax.  
 
Issues with Valuing the Philadelphia Arts Scene 
Some arts leaders also cited that the city is ‘behind the times’ when it 
comes to its arts and culture support. Philadelphia was the last major city to get an 
Office of Arts and Culture and that office receives comparatively little support 
from the city government. In terms of major metropolitan areas, Philadelphia’s 
arts and culture funding is much lower than it should be. The City’s arts and 
culture funding through the Philadelphia Cultural Fund is just $1.7 million in the 
2012-2013 grant cycle; investing just $1.11 in arts and culture funding per person 
in Philadelphia County. In a somewhat unfair comparison, the New York City 
Department of Cultural Affairs, is charged with a budget of $150.1 million in 
FY2013; or investing $18.36 per person in arts and culture funding. To be fair, the 
New York City Department of Cultural Affairs distributes more funding than any 
other local government entity in the nation,
266
 but the point remains: Philadelphia 
is the fifth-largest metro area in the nation with an arts sector to match, and yet 
public funding is terribly low. By comparison, the Los Angeles Department of 
                                                          
266 New York City Department of Cultural Affairs, “Funding for Cultural Organizations,” 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcla/html/ funding/funding.shtml (accessed online: 27 May 2013).  
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Cultural Affairs’ budget in 2013/2014 is $49.6 million and it grants approximately 
$2.3 million annually to arts organizations and artists, in addition to other special 
programs.
267
 The Houston Cultural Affairs Office is embedded within the 
Mayor’s Office the same way that the OACCE is in Philadelphia. While the 
Houston Cultural Affairs Office has a relatively small budget (just under $1.2 
million in FY2013
268
), the City of Houston donates over nineteen percent of its 
hotel tax to local arts organizations, which amounted to nearly $11 million in 
2012.
269
  
Some arts leaders thought that the lack in attention to the arts and culture 
sector is reflective of the City’s politics as they relate to the conflicts between the 
Mayor and the Council. For cultural funding, the City Council approves the 
budget. Though the Nutter Administration has shown some support for the sector, 
the Mayor ultimately does not decide the level of funding that the arts and culture 
sector receives. In light of this, it would behoove the sector as a whole to continue 
to build its alliances with the City Council as well.  
 
  
                                                          
267 Los Angeles Department of Cultural Affairs, “Inside Cultural Affairs,” http://www.culturela.org/aboutcad/ 
organization.html (accessed: July 28, 2013).  
268 City of Houston Mayor’s Office, Fiscal Year 2013 Budget (Houston, TX: City of Houston, 2013), VI-90.  
269 Staff writer, “Editorial: Hotel tax provides lucrative backing for arts,” Houston Chronicle, November 4, 
2011.  
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DISCUSSION 
 
 
 
 
Since 1990, the concept of a regional funding mechanism has been under 
discussions at various points in time, even attaining prominence in several pieces 
of legislation that never passed through the Pennsylvania General Assembly. 
Given the results from the interviews of arts leaders, many of whom were directly 
involved in several attempts at varying levels and the available research from the 
Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance, it appears that all of the coordination 
around a regional funding mechanism suffered from a variety of challenges. 
These challenges essentially stem from a lack of resources on all levels: lack of 
political will, lack of funding, lack of human resources, lack of stamina, lack of 
time, lack of marketing, lack of adequate support from politicians and business 
leaders, and lack of a strong case for support. Some of the attempts were more 
successfully supported than others, but all of them lacked something critical to 
ensuring that the legislation had the best chances for success.  
While the interviews from area leaders express the challenges that the 
sector will face in future attempts, these challenges were already evident before 
the new millennium. In 1990, the GPCA hired a consultant to help create the 
model for a regional funding mechanism in the area. The consultants created a 
136 
 
situational analysis that identified several of the challenges facing the sector and 
found several prohibitive themes. First, it appeared that arts leaders in 
Philadelphia were almost unanimously in support of the current cultural planning 
process and felt that it was critical to the region’s cultural plan, while suburban 
arts leaders were not as optimistic of what the plan could accomplish. Alongside 
this, the consultants found that arts leaders had vastly divergent opinions over 
what the goal of the cultural planning process should be. Some leaders felt that 
the process should establish a regional funding mechanism, while others thought 
that such a mechanism should be dropped altogether.  
The situational analysis also found the following to be barriers to creating 
a regional funding mechanism:  
 
1. A history of rifts between Philadelphia and the surrounding counties that 
include, but are not limited to, the arts; 
2. The challenge of developing cultural initiatives that are perceived as mutually 
beneficial to all parties; 
3. The apparent lack of visible leadership for developing a comprehensive, unified 
cultural agenda; 
4. A common aversion to proposals that would involve issues of taxation and 
public funding; 
5. The importance of starting with focused, feasible demonstration efforts to test 
methods for building alliances and creating models.
270
   
                                                          
270 Carol Goldstein, report presented to Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance, Philadelphia, PA, December 
7, 1999. 
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The challenges that the consultants found then are nearly identical to what the arts 
leaders said in interviews. It is not difficult to see why arts leaders may have been 
exhausted by the various efforts and the need to re-group following each 
legislative failure. As new plans were created with new initiatives and goals, it 
would be easy to feel lost amongst the varying strategies.  
 
Is a dedicated tax for arts and culture support good public policy in Greater 
Philadelphia?  
In discussions regarding the challenges to implementing a dedicated tax in 
the region, some arts leaders mentioned various “trade-offs” or unexpected 
consequences that such a tax might create. If a dedicated tax to support arts and 
culture resulting in significant public revenue was implemented it is highly likely 
that all current public funding for arts and culture would cease and if it did not 
cease altogether it could take on a vastly different structure. The City’s past 
budget issues and its desire to gain as much revenue as possible make it likely that 
City Council will retract all funding from the Philadelphia Cultural Fund. Even 
worse, the Council could retract the line-item funding it gives to several 
institutions like the Philadelphia Museum of Art. In the case of the Cultural Fund, 
unless it began to distribute the tax revenues, it would be overshadowed by a 
much larger public funding scheme represented in a regional funding mechanism. 
In the case of organizations that already receive line-item funding from the City, it 
may mean that they would be unwilling to support a dedicated public funding 
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stream unless they could be guaranteed the same amount of funding they already 
receive. In the case of smaller arts organizations, a new dedicated funding stream 
might come with different grant requirements, forcing them out of the funding 
equation altogether.  
Another likely repercussion of a dedicated tax is the effect it would have 
on the existing funding structure in Greater Philadelphia. The consequences from 
this could be felt in a number of different ways. In one scenario, the consultants 
for the GPCA predicted that as much as $80 million could be derived from a 
small sales tax in the five-county region. If the funds were divided in a tier-based 
structure that took budget size into account, then the majority of the funds would 
favor organizations in Philadelphia County. In a simple example of assuming that 
two-thirds of the funds would be directed toward Philadelphia County 
organizations, the city could expect to see approximately $52.8 million in new 
grant funds. One of the largest funders in the region, the William Penn 
Foundation, made just under $26 million in active grants to arts and culture 
organizations in 2011.
271
 In the Greater Philadelphia region, strong foundation 
support has been critical in sustaining the vitality of the arts and culture sector. 
Depending on the type of tax that could be enacted, the sector stands to gain from 
a generous influx of public funding to the region. While there is no research to 
predict what effect a surplus of regional public funding might mean for other 
resources, it would be hard to imagine that such an influx would not have an 
                                                          
271 William Penn Foundation Board of Directors, Annual Report 2011 (Philadelphia, PA: William Penn 
Foundation, 2011).  
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effect. It is possible that foundation funders, comfortable with the increase in 
funds to the sector, might abandon their arts and culture programs.  
Another trade off to consider is that, with a large dedicated funding 
stream, it is possible that individual funding for the arts could decrease. Most of 
the arts leaders felt that this would not be the case, because donors feel that they 
are doing their part, or are a member of the ‘family,’ by supporting organizations 
they admire. With a stronger public funding stream, it is possible that some 
individual donors would stop their funding to organizations because they see the 
local government taking a stronger role in their support. Despite being able to 
accurately predict what a dedicated tax support system would have on individual 
giving, it is clear that the organizations receiving revenues from a dedicated tax 
might need to consider changing the way they raise private money.  
Another consideration for the sector is what a large increase to arts and 
culture funding might mean for concerns that the art could become politicized. 
With a larger revenue stream it is likely that the regional funding mechanism 
would be more highly scrutinized and thus, the granting process for arts and 
culture organizations could be compromised. This was already the case in Salt 
Lake County with their ZAP sales tax. With a large increase in public funding, 
which would be the case if a dedicated sales tax were implemented throughout the 
five-county region, it is likely that area politicians would be prone to involving 
themselves in the affairs of the regional funding mechanism.  
It is also worthwhile to caution supporters that the institution of a 
dedicated tax to support arts and culture organizations, no matter what amount of 
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revenues result, does not ensure that the arts and culture sector will survive 
financially. In the past few months, the city of Detroit’s dire financial issues have 
led the Mayor to consider selling off works from the Detroit Institute of Art, 
despite the recent passage of a property tax to boost the Institute’s endowment. 
Though it does not look like the Institute’s works of fine art will be sold to pare 
down the city’s debt, it does show that even a dedicated funding stream cannot 
“cure” all problems.  One arts leader even cited the example of New Jersey, which 
earmarks a portion of its hotel tax for arts and culture organizations, saying that 
the earmark is regularly “raided” by the government during various budget crises. 
Since 2003, the hotel tax has partially funded the state Council on the Arts, the 
Cultural Trust, the Historic Commission, and the Commerce and Economic 
Growth Commission. The legislation enacting the tax states that the four entities 
sets a minimum amount that must be donated to the four entities from the 
collected revenues, but as the New Jersey Star-Ledger points out, the minimums 
have turned into maximums as $1.1 billion has been generated by the tax since 
2003, but only $184 million has gone to the Council on the Arts, which should be 
receiving more money.
272
  
Dedicated taxes to support arts and culture organizations, though helpful 
in the vast majority of cases, should never be considered stable or even 
sustainable. This can be even more problematic depending on the type of tax that 
is imposed. Since Cuyahoga County imposed a cigarette tax to support arts and 
culture organizations in 2006, the amount of revenue generated from the tax has 
steadily decreased due to a variety of reasons including: decreases in the amount 
                                                          
272 Editorial, “N.J. cheats the arts with hotel tax shell game,” New Jersey Star-Ledger, June 24, 2013.  
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of active, smoking adults and willingness of Cuyahoga County smokers to travel 
across county borders to get their cigarettes. In Salt Lake County, the amount of 
revenue available to arts and culture organizations through a sales tax was 
negatively impacted by the 2008 recession for several years—drastically 
decreasing the amount of funding the largest organizations had come to expect 
from the tax.  
In many cases the taxes enacted to support arts and culture organizations 
are not stable in the sense that they must be passed by referendum periodically. In 
some examples, the number of voters supporting a tax has increased, as in Salt 
Lake County, where the plurality of voters approving of the ZAP sales tax has 
increased with each referendum. In other areas, like Denver, Colorado, the major 
arts institutions began holding ‘free days’ in which residents receive free 
admission to some of the arts institutions that are supported by the tax. It is no 
coincidence that the ‘free days’ began with the campaigns for re-authorization, 
perhaps as a bid to increase voter support. In all of these cases, the supporters of 
the dedicated tax had to engage in a well-timed and expensive marketing 
campaign to increase the chances that the tax would be extended. It is critically 
important to have a strong campaign; and in Pennsylvania this means that 
multiple campaigns are required; first, to support the initial tax legislation and 
then, if successful, to ensure voter approval at each referendum.  
Lastly, another potential problem with a dedicated tax lies in what style of 
tax is chosen. Some taxes are more regressive, while others are considered more 
progressive. In general, sales taxes seem to be the most popular style of dedicated 
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tax to use because they apply to everyone, from visitors to residents. They are also 
generally seen as progressive taxes because it is thought that the portion of 
citizens paying the tax will skew towards those that have higher incomes. Sales 
taxes are also considered to be more ‘stable’ because property values, sin taxes, 
and hotel taxes are more grossly affected by the national economy and trends. In 
simple terms, there will always be a reason for people to buy more goods, and 
thus a sales tax is a safer bet for guaranteed revenues.  
 
Thoughts for the Future 
Despite all of the challenges that advocates must overcome to successfully 
establish a dedicated tax for the arts in Greater Philadelphia, there are still ways in 
which such an attempt might succeed. At this time, it is unlikely that a dedicated 
tax would pass in all five counties. It is likely for a dedicated tax for the arts to 
pass it will need to be confined to a single county. One of the most practical 
options that exist for the sector at this time is the notion of creating and 
advocating for enabling legislation for a local option tax that would allow any 
county in the state to enact a tax that would generate revenues for a county 
funding mechanism for the arts. By making the legislation broad and applicable to 
any county in the state, it leaves the right to pass the tax within the counties. 
Essentially, this legislation would be similar to the legislation in Utah, where any 
county has the right to enact a local option sales tax for arts and culture funding. 
This legislation is non-threatening to politicians or citizens who would oppose 
enacting taxes because it does not guarantee that a tax will be instituted.  
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In addition to this legislation, one must consider what style of tax would 
be most likely to pass in Harrisburg legislature. Property taxes seem unlikely for a 
local option tax because Allegheny County passed a dedicated tax to support the 
arts in an effort to decrease or even eliminate property taxes in some 
municipalities within the county. That measure was one of the key reasons the bill 
passed the state legislature as well as the public’s vote. A local option liquor tax 
also seems unlikely because of the high level of control the state has over liquor 
sales and distribution. Hotel taxes seem like a reasonable option because it is easy 
to argue that arts and culture attractions are at least one of many reasons why 
visitors may tour to a certain Pennsylvania county. On the other hand, there are 
some counties in Pennsylvania, like Delaware County, that have few hotels. Thus, 
the best option for the state-wide local option tax legislation is for the tax to 
include the option for a sales tax because they are less regressive and because of a 
state-wide precedent in Allegheny County.  
Potential legislation should be worded as to allow any county in 
Pennsylvania the right to apply a one percent additional sales tax, on top of the 
state sales tax rate, with benefits to apply evenly between arts and culture 
organizations, or other identified ‘assets’ within a particular county, and the rest 
being distributed evenly back to the individual municipalities within a county. 
This essentially makes the legislation establishing the Allegheny Regional Asset 
District legal for all counties in Pennsylvania, with the exception that property 
taxes would not have to be lowered as a contingency. It is important to use a 
combination of both descriptive and vague wording when writing this style of 
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legislation. With the details of the tax specified, it is more likely to be favored by 
politicians who know what type of tax would be passed, and know that half of the 
tax revenues would go back to individual municipalities to do with as they wish. 
It is also important for the legislation to be vague so that a particular county can 
identify its own ‘assets’ and thus generate revenue for them. In some counties 
with few arts and culture organizations, parks and recreation may be the asset they 
choose support. In another county, sports programs might be their designated 
‘asset.’ Leaving the counties the right to choose what ‘asset’ they would support 
further fits with the state’s policy of endorsing a more strongly localized 
governing system. The legislation should be worded so that more than one asset 
could be identified for any particular county. One of the criticisms arts leaders 
have pointed out is that the arts are not alone in contributing to the overall quality 
of life in an area. In some counties arts and culture organizations may be the 
county’s only asset, but in Philadelphia County, the city libraries and parks 
greatly contribute to the area’s quality of life for its citizens. It would seem 
reasonable to assume that a local option sales tax could benefit many more areas 
than just arts and culture, and in Philadelphia, in particular, perhaps address other 
pressing social issues. Since Philadelphia is one municipality, the other half of the 
revenues could be extended to the School District, or used to boost the City’s 
social services and welfare programs.  
Aside from creating legislation to allow for the creation of a dedicated tax 
for the arts in every county, it became apparent in several interviews that there is a 
current attempt to establish a dedicated tax to support arts and culture 
145 
 
organizations within Philadelphia County alone. Though some of the details of the 
tax are not privy to the researcher, the tax would be in the form of a one percent 
sales tax and would replace the aforementioned sales tax that was enacted in 2008 
to help the city navigate the recession and is scheduled to sunset by 2014. 
Proponents are hopeful that this tax will be passed without the need for a public 
referendum. Some are also hoping to take advantage of this particular tax in the 
hopes that the public will not even ‘miss’ the sales tax rate returning to seven 
percent. At the writing of this paper, it is clear that the effort to secure this tax is 
not complete and is constantly being formulated. This attempt, like others, is 
largely opportunistic and also very ‘quiet’ in the sense that there is no desire for a 
public campaign to support the tax. When the Nutter Administration requested 
permission to institute the extra one percent sales tax in 2008, the process did not 
have to go through a public referendum. Although somewhat unclear, proponents 
have said that the same would be applicable in this case. It is unlikely that state 
law, however, would allow this type of tax to become permanent, so it is possible 
that the tax would sunset after another five years and may or may not include 
continual chances for renewal.  
The current effort to secure a dedicated tax to support arts and culture in 
Philadelphia is most likely the closest the sector has come to successfully securing 
additional public funding in the county. While the past attempts have always 
included the five-county region, this effort would only benefit the organizations 
within Philadelphia County limits. If successful, it is not clear which city 
department would be charged with distributing the funds.   
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CONCLUSION 
 
 
 
 
Since 1990, the concept of a regional funding mechanism has been in the 
background of area cultural planning initiatives, but there has not been a constant 
‘push’ for its creation. The specific efforts for a regional funding mechanism have 
always been opportunistic and dependent on the current cultural plan that was in 
operation. This has created a fragmented method of enacting cultural policy that 
has ultimately been unsuccessful in the area. The fragmentation of these efforts 
shows that the region has not successfully figured out if a dedicated tax is the best 
cultural policy choice for the area. Arts organizations would certainly stand to 
benefit from an additional source of public funding as that would enable them to 
fulfill their missions more completely, including: supporting residents in an area 
that are participating more and giving valuable general operating support in an 
environment with increasing expenses. While increased public funding is 
desirable, it is not necessarily evident that a dedicated tax is a good policy for this 
sector in this region. As detailed above, there are numerous complications that can 
arise in the advent of a new dedicated tax, not to mention the effort it takes to 
secure one in the first place. Unfortunately, there is no research to substantiate 
any of the potential negative consequences that could arise with a new dedicated 
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tax, but it is highly unlikely that the sector will be able to organize itself to 
effectively advocate for any such policy initiative.  
As the consultants for Wolf, Keens, and Co. found in their analysis, there 
have been too few efforts in the region to try to unify the sector into a single, 
powerful voice. What the Greater Philadelphia arts sector could really stand to 
gain is a stronger sense of cohesion and that can be achieved by smaller efforts 
designed to build and showcase a sense of unity. It is too much for this sector to 
try to mobilize around a concept as large as a dedicated tax, especially when there 
were no efforts at regional cultural unity before the first attempts began in 1990. 
Fortunately, the Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance has made some progress 
in this area, by unifying the region through a membership program and increased 
advocacy networks like the newly launched “Groundswell,” which is meant to 
bring all arts advocates together to support arts and culture through grassroots 
efforts. Despite the GPCA’s advances in regionalism, it is clear that the sector still 
has room to grow. In fact the GPCA considers the area to include the areas of 
Southern New Jersey and Northern Delaware, which make regional policy efforts 
essentially unattainable as the physical lines of the region are blurred between 
three separate state governments.  
  One way that the sector can make a concerted effort toward regionalism is 
to examine its role within the various communities and decide the true value that 
it is providing to the region’s citizens. With a single, unified voice centered on the 
sector’s true value, arts leaders could really begin to influence area residents and 
politicians. Discovering the true value and developing advocacy efforts around 
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that value make it more likely that the sector will be able to successfully make the 
case that it is a critically important component of the region. Then, perhaps, the 
sector can begin a campaign to increase public funding—and not necessarily 
through a dedicated tax, but perhaps by advocating for increased funding to the 
Philadelphia Cultural Fund, or motivating increased individual, foundation, and 
corporate support.  
 If arts proponents are truly focused on successfully establishing a 
dedicated tax for increased public funding, then the current, quiet campaign to 
preserve the additional one percent sales tax is the best shot the region has ever 
had. In the event that this attempt fails, it might make more sense for the sector to 
consider lobbying the General Assembly to allow for counties to enact a one 
percent sales tax at their discretion, part of which will support designated assets, 
like the arts, and the other half given back to the municipalities to use however 
they deem fit. This legislation is over-arching and leaves the decision with each 
county, allowing those that are ready to support the tax able to do so. Beyond this, 
it does not really make sense for the sector to continue to campaign for additional 
public funding when it cannot iterate the true value that it provides to the 
community. Once the value is identified, the sector can achieve more than just 
increased public support—it can truly begin to leverage its role in the region, 
enabling it to really impact the community, stimulate tourism, drive the local 
economy, and be a significant force in the area’s ecology.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
LIST OF INTERVIEWS 
 
Moira Baylson, Deputy Cultural Officer, City of Philadelphia Office of Arts, 
Culture, and the Creative Economy 
Previous: Manager-Cultural Development, City of Philadelphia Department of 
Commerce 
 
Nancy Burd, Owner, The Burd Group 
Previous: Adjunct Lecturer, University of Pennsylvania- Fels School; VP 
Grantmaking, Philadelphia  Foundation; Director/Senior Vice President, 
Nonprofit Finance Fund 
 
Laura Burnham, Arts Consultant, Borough of Lansdale 
Previous: Executive Director, Abington Arts Center 
 
Cathryn Coate, Senior Vice President-Philadelphia, Colliers International 
Previous: Executive Director, Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance; Director, 
Institute for the Study of Civic Values 
 
Diane Dalto, Former Chair, Pennsylvania Council for the Arts 
Previous: First Deputy, City of Philadelphia Representative Arts and Culture 
 
Karen Davis, Certified Governance Trainer, BoardSource 
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Previous: President and CEO, Arts and Business Council of Greater Philadelphia 
 
Nancy DeLucia, Director of Policy and Community Engagement, Greater 
Philadelphia Cultural Alliance 
 
Doug Dolan, Executive Director, Mercer Museum (Bucks County Historical 
Society)  
 
Cecelia Fitzgibbon, President, Moore College of Art and Design 
Previous: Program Director-Arts and Entertainment Enterprise, Drexel 
University;  
 
Grace Grillet, Managing Director, People’s Light and Theatre Company 
Previous: Administrative Director, Philadelphia Festival Theatre for New Plays 
 
Julie Hawkins, Arts Administration Program Director, Drexel University 
Westphal College of Media Arts and Design 
Previous: Executive Vice President, Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance  
 
Judy Herman, Former Executive Director, Main Line Art Center (Haverford, PA) 
 
Thora Jacobson, Director of Design Review and Special Projects Associate, City 
of Philadelphia Mural Arts Program 
Previous: Executive Director, Samuel S. Fleisher Art Memorial; Chief Operating 
Officer, Philagrafkia; Chief Operating Officer, City of Philadelphia Mural Arts 
Program 
 
Tom Kaiden, President, Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance 
Previous: Executive Director, Stowe Area Association (Stowe, VT); Director of 
Planning and New Business Development and Division Manager-AdaptAbility, 
S&S Worldwide 
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Bruce Katsiff, Former Executive Director, James A. Michener Museum 
(Doylestown, PA) 
Previous: Division Chair- Arts, Bucks County Community College 
 
Joe Kluger, Principle, WolfBrown 
Previous: President, Philadelphia Orchestra; Orchestra Manager, New York 
Philharmonic 
 
Brian O’Leary, Section Chief of County Planning, Montgomery County Planning 
Commission 
Previous: Community Planner, Senior Planner, Assistant Section Chief, Principle 
Planner- all with Montgomery County Planning Commission 
  
June O’Neill, Manager, Philadelphia Cultural Fund 
Previous: Administrator, Gray Charitable Trust; Administrative Director, 
Civitella Ranieri Foundation 
 
Eric Settle, Vice President Bernstein Global Wealth Management 
Previous: Principle, IKON Public Affairs; Chief Counsel, United Healthcare of 
Pennsylvania; Senior Vice President and General Counsel, AmeriChoice; 
Regional General Counsel, Aetna US Healthcare; Deputy General Counsel to the 
Governor, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
 
Karen Simmons, President and CEO, Chester Community Foundation (Chester 
County, PA)  
Previous: Executive Director, LaSalle University Nonprofit Center 
 
Gary Steuer, Chief Cultural Officer, City of Philadelphia Office of Arts, Culture 
and the Creative Economy 
Previous: Vice President of Private Sector Affairs, Americans for the Arts; 
President and CEO, Arts and Business Council, Inc.  
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David Thornburgh, Executive Director, Fels Institute of Government-University 
of Pennsylvania 
Previous: Executive Director, Economy League of Greater Philadelphia  
 
Jim Undercofler, Artistic Director, National Orchestral Institute- University of 
Maryland 
Previous: Assistant Professor, Drexel University Westphal College of Media Arts 
and Design; President and CEO, Philadelphia Orchestra; Dean and Professor of 
Music Education, Eastman School of Music; Executive and Founding Director, 
Perpich Center for Arts Education (formerly known as the Minnesota Center for 
Arts Education) 
 
April Williamson, Former Government Relations Manager, Greater Philadelphia 
Cultural Alliance  
 
Deborah Yoder, Principal, dry ink (Wallingford, PA creative service provider)  
Previous: Executive Director, Community Arts Center (Wallingford, PA) 
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APPENDIX C 
 
GRAPH COMPARING DEMOGRAPHIC AND ARTS DATA ACROSS ALL CASE STUDY AREAS  
AND GREATER PHILADELPHIA 
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Area Philadelphia 
County Only  
Greater Philadelphia Five-
County region (Bucks, 
Chester, Delaware, 
Montgomery, and Philadelphia 
Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, 
Broomfield, Denver, Douglas, 
and Jefferson Counties, 
Colorado  
Macomb, Oakland, and 
Wayne Counties, 
Michigan 
St. Louis County, 
Missouri 
Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio 
Allegheny County, 
Pennsylvania 
Salt Lake County, 
Utah 
Population
273
 1,526,006 4,008,994 2,728,339 3,863,924 998,954 1,280,122 1,223,348 1,029,655 
Governing Body 
that distributes tax 
revenue 
  Scientific and Cultural 
Facilities District 
None- County 
governments give 
directly to organizations 
Metropolitan Zoological, 
Park, and Museum District 
Cuyahoga Arts and 
Culture 
Allegheny County 
Regional Asset 
District 
Zoos, Arts, and Parks 
Advisory Board 
Type of Tax   1/10 of 1% sales tax .1 mil property tax for 
the Detroit Zoo and .2 
mil property tax for the 
Detroit Institute of Arts 
(DIA) 
$.27 per $100 assessed 
land value property tax 
(split in varying amounts 
between applicable 
organizations) 
$.30/pack tax on 
cigarettes 
1% sales tax 1/10 of 1% sales tax 
Funding 
Mechanism or 
Style 
  Tier funding Noncompetitive grants Noncompetitive grants Competitive grants Competitive and 
Non-competitive 
grants 
Tier funding 
Revenue 
Distributed 
(2011)
274
 
  $41.9 million $11.6 million; No tax 
revenue for DIA in 2011 
$55.1 million $17.2 million $83.6 million $12.05 million 
Number of arts 
organizations that 
received tax 
revenue (2011)
275
 
  300 organizations total; 5 Tier 
I, 25 Tier II, and 270 Tier III 
2 5 153 organizations 
total; 66 organizations 
received general 
operating support; 88 
organizations received 
project based support;  
134 organizations; 10 
contractual assets, 
124 other 
organizations 
167 total 
organizations; 24 Tier 
1 organizations,143 
Tier II organizations 
Number of arts 
and culture 
organizations in 
area
276
 
690 1606 organizations; 209 in 
Bucks, 175 in Chester, 199 in 
Delaware, 333 in 
Montgomery, and 690 in 
Philadelphia 
1032 organizations total; 62 in 
Adams, 146 in Arapahoe; 217 
in Boulder; 11 in Broomfield; 
366 in Denver; 61 in Douglas; 
and 169 in Jefferson  
874 organizations total; 
111 in Macomb, 378 in 
Oakland, and 385 in 
Wayne  
142 organizations 559 organizations 489 organizations 112 organizations 
 
                                                          
273 The population for each of these areas was identified through the 2010 U.S. Census Demographic Profiles.  
274 Information was culled from annual and community reports from the Allegheny Regional Asset District, Cuyahoga Arts and Culture, Scientific and Cultural Facilities District, 
and ZAP Advisory Board. Information for the Detroit Zoo and St. Louis Metropolitan Zoological, Park, and Museum District recipients was culled from the individual 
organization’s financial statements from 2011. Only the 2010 financial statements could be found for the St. Louis Art Museum.   
275 Ibid. The number of organizations that received funding in Salt Lake County from the ZAP Advisory Board is culled from a 2012 report.  
276 Information for the Greater Philadelphia area; Greater Denver; Allegheny County, PA; Cuyahoga County, OH; and Greater Detroit area was culled from the National Center for 
Charitable Statistics using data from 2013. Information for St. Louis County, Missouri and Salt Lake County, Utah was also retrieved through the National Center for Charitable 
Statistics, but uses data from 2011.  
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